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ABSTRACT 

Thirteen research syntheses were analyzed to 
determine the academic, social, and psychological effects upon 
learners who are gifted and talented of three grouping practices: (1) 
ability grouping for enrichment; (2) mixed ability cooperative 
grouping for regular instruction; and (3) grouping for acceleration, 
it was concluded that the research showed strong, consistent support 
for the academic effects of most forms of ability grouping for 
enrichment and acceleration, but that the research is scant and weak 
concerning the socialization and psychological adjustment effects of 
these practices. Claims for the academic superiority of mixed ability 
grouping or for whole group instructional practices were not 
substantiated for gifted and talented learners, other conclusions 
indicated that: academic outcomes of ability grouping vary 
substantially from effects reported for average and low ability 
learners; full time, pullout, and within-class grouping can all 
produce substantial academic gains; and there is little impact on 
self-esteem and a moderate gain in attitude toward subject ir full 
time ability grouping. A series of guidelines for practices is 
included. Appendices chart the meta-evaluation of the research 
syntheses and the re search- supported conclusions concerning grouping 
issues. (45 references) (DB) 
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The Relationship of Grouping Practices to the 
Education of the Gifted and Talented Learner: 
Research-Based Decision Making 
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ABSTRACT 

In this paper 1 3 research syntheses were described, analyzed, and evaluated to determine 
the academic social, and psychological effects of a vanety of grouta^ practices upon 
learners iwho are gifted and talented Tnree general fc™ of ^upmg practices were 
synthesized: (1) ability grouping for enrichment; (2) mixed-ability cooperative grouping for 
regular instruction; and (3) grouping for acceleration. Across the five metaanalyses, two 
best-evidence syntheses, and one ethirogrardue/survey research synthesis on ability 
grouping, it was found that: (a) there are varying araderric chjuxto^ for the several fbn^ 
of ability grouping that have been studied (Le., tracking, regrouping for specific 
"ismicoon, cross-grade grouping, enrichment pull-out, within-class groining, and cluster 
framing); (b) the academic outcomes of these forms of ability grouping vary substantially 
from the effects reported for average and low ability learners; (c) full-time ability grouping 
(miclang) produces substantial academic gains; (d) pullout ermchment gnxiping options 
produce sub^tudacaderrra 

(e) withnvclass grouping and regrouping for specific instruction options produce 
substantial academic gains provided the instruction is differentiated; (f) cross-grade 

F^Jfcs substantial academic gains; (g) cluster grouping produces substantial 
acad e mic effects; and (h) there is little impact on self-esteem and a moderate g«Hn in attitude 
toward subject in full-time ability grouping options. 

For the two meta-analyses and one best-evidence synthesis on mixed-ability cooperative 
learning there was no research reported below the college level to support academic 
adva^gesofdthermixed-a^ Although no research had been 

directed specifically to these outcomes for gifted and talented students, there was some 
evidence to suggest sizeable affective outcomes. Across one meta-analysis and one best- 
evidence synthesis on acceleration-based grcniping options, several forms of acceleration 

Nongraded Classrooms, Curriculum Compression 
(Compacting), Grade Telescoping, Subject Acceleration, and Early Admission to College. 
Moderate academic gains were found for Advanced Placement Either small or trivial 
effects were found forjhese six options for socialization and psychological adjusnsfnt 

Itwas concluded that the research showed strong, consistent support for the academic 
effects of rr^ rams of ability groupmgfOT enrichment arria^ 
is scant andweakoorjce^ 

practices. Claims for the a c adem ic superiority of mixed-ability grouping or for whole 
group instructional practice were not substantiated fa A 
series of guidelines for practice, based upon the research synthesized was included 
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The Relationship of Grouping Practices to the 
Education of the Gifted asd Talcaleu Learner: 
Research-Eased Decision Making 

Karen B. Rogers, PhJX 
University of Sl Thomas 
St Paul, Minnesota 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The recent debate on ability pDumng has raised a number of educational issues for 
teachers and school administrators. In etWs to restnicture or transform 
improving the general level of achievement for all students, many reformers have argued 
for the elimination of most forms of grouping by ability. They have also suggested mat 
grouping be replaced by mixed-ability classrooms in which whole group instruction and 
cooperative learning are the major instmctional delivery systems. In many cases this 
restructuring has included the enrninarion of accelerated classes and enrichment programs 
for me gifted and talented in the name of reform. "The Research" has been cited by these 
reformers as the rationale for such classroom changes (George, 1988; Slavin, 1987; 
Oakes, 1985). Unfortunately, the research does not appear to have been searched 
cornprehensively, but the oversight is also understandable, With a literature base of over 
700 studies on ability grouping (Kulik & Kulik, 1982) and over 300 studies on cooperative 
learning (Johnson, Johnson & Maruyama, 1983; Slavin, 1984), it is highly unlikely that 
any researcher has had the resources or time to make an effective analysis of these literature 
bases. In fact, there have been 13 synmeses of research in the past nine years, all of which 
represent analyses of parts of these bases. By analyzing 13 syntheses together, however, 
one can acquire a sounder undeista^ding of what the research really has to say about 
grouping by ability in general and about grouping students who are gifted and talented for 
the purposes of enrichment and accderaoon, in specific. 

Two synthesis techniques have been developed in recent years to accommodate the 
huge research data bases we have accumulated over time: meta-analysis and best-evidence 
synthesis. In both techniques, the synthesizer must conduct an exhaustive search of the 
Hterature to locate all research, and then attempt to average across all the studies located to 
calculate a general etoct for me instnjctional practice r^g synthesized The metric of 
Effect Size, a procedure introduced by Gene Glass in 1976, has been used in these 
syntheses techniques (except the Gamoran & Berends synthesis, 1987) to communicate Ac 
comparative size of academic and ix>iiacademic outcomes when all research on an 
instructional practice is combined Effect Sizes of +.30 or higher are accepted as indicative 
of substantial gain of the experimental practice over its control (e.g^, ability grouping vs. 
traditional classroom instruction without grouping). Such an Effect Size would indicate an 
approximate three months' additional gain on a grade-eoitivalent score continuum of a 
treatment group's achievement over the control group. Table 1 displays a summary of the 
Effect Sizes reported across the 13 syntheses fw the vartety of gnw 
used with students who are gifted and talented 
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Ability Grouping for Enrichment 

Across the five meta-analyses (Kulik & Kuiik, 1982, 1984, 1990; Kulik, 1985; 
Vaughan, 1990), the two best-evidence syntheses (Slavin, 1987, 1990), and one 
etrinogiTqshie/survey research synthesis (Gamonw & Berends, 1987), die following 
conclusions can be drawn.* 

1. While full-time ability grouping (tracking) for regular instruction makes no 
discernible difference in the academic aclnevemetf: of average ar»d low ability 
students (Slavin, 1987. 1990; Kuiik & Kulik, 1982, 1984, 1985, 1990), it 
does produce substantial academic gains for gifted students enrolled fufl-tiroe in 
special programs for the gilicd and talented (Kulik & Kufik, 1982, 1984, 1985, 
1990; Vaughan, 1990). 

2. High ability student groups have more extensive plans to attend college and are 
more likely to enroll in college, but the research has not been able id substantiate 
that this is directly influenced by grouping (Gamoran & Berends, 1987). 
likewise, research has not been able to substantiate that there are marked 
differences in the qualify of teachers who work with high ability students or it* 
the instructional strategies and learning time apportioned in such classes. It is 
probable that the substantial gains in acluevemcnt repeated for gifted and 
talented students in 6 of the 8 research syntheses is produced by the interaction 
of greater degrees of learning potential, teachers who are interested in their 
students and in their subject, and the willingness of gifted students to learn 
white in a classroom with other interested, high ability learners. 

3. Ability grouping for enrichment, especially when enrichment is part of a within 
class ability grouping practice or as a pullout program, produces substantial 
academic gains in general achievement, critical thinking, and creativity for the 
gifted and talented learner (Vaughan, 1990). 

4. Ability grouping, whether for regular instruction or eimchmcnt pinposes, has 
little impact on gifted students' self-esteem. When full-time grouping is 
initiated, there is a slight decrease in esteem, but in special programs for gifted 
students, there are no changes in self-esteem (Kulik & Kulik, 1984, 1990\ 
Eruichment pullout programs show only a small but positive increase in self- 
esteem (Vaughan, 1990). 

5. Ability grouping for the gifted produces a moderate improvement in attitude 
toward the subjects in which students are grouped. A moderate i mpro v eme nt in 
altitude toward subject has been found for all anility levels when 
homogeneously grouped on a full-time basis (Kulik & Kulik, 1982, 1990). 

6. Ability grouping is not synonymous with "tracking" (Slavin, 1987, 1990). It 
may take many forms beneficial to gifted learners, including full-time 
enrollrrjent in special programs or classrooms for the gifted, regrouping for 
special subject instruction, cross-grade grouping for specific subjects or for the 
entire school curriculum, pullout groups for enrichment, and within class ability 
mjuping, as well as cluster grouping (Kulik & Kulik, 1990). The major 
benefit of each grouping strategy for students who are gifted and talented is its 
provision of the format for enriching or accelerating the curriculum they are 
offered (Kulik & Kulik, 1990). It is unlikely that grouping itself causes 
academic gains; rather, what goes on in the group does. 



Cooperative Learning for Regular Instruction 

Across Ac two major meta-analyses (Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson & 
Skon, 1981; Johnson, Johnson & Maruyama, 1983) and one best-evidence synthesis 
(Slavin, 1990) on the academic and nonacaderrric effects of mixed-ability cooperative 
grouping, the following conclusions may be drawn: 

1. Cooperative learning in mixed-ability groups for regular mstniction cannot be 
shown to be academically beneficial for gifted and talented learners. Likewise, 
there is no research below the college level to support cooperative learning in 
like-ability groups for gifted students (Robinson, 1990). 

2. Although there is some evidence to support si2able academic effects for those 
forms of cooperative learning that incorporate individual task accountability 
(Slavin, 199u), little research has been reported which would allow this to be 
extrapolated to the gifted population. 

3. Although there is some evidence to support sizable affective outcomes for 
mixed ability cooperative learning, particularly for the acceptance of culturally 
diverse and acad e m ic ally handicapped students (Johnson, Johnson & 
Maruyama, 1983; Slavin, 1990), no research has been reported which would 
:illow this to be extrapolated to the gifted population (Robinson, 1990). 

Grouping for Acceleration 

Across the one meta-analysis (Kulik & Kuhk, 1984) and one best-evidence 
synthesis (Rogers, 1991) on accekrative practices for gifted students, the following 
conclusions about grouping for acceleration can be drawn: 

1. Grouping for the acceleration of curriculum for gifted studei ts produces 
substantial academic gains for the fi /ms of Nongraded Otoasrooms, Curriculum 
Ccjmpression (Qjrnpacung), Grade Telescoping (Rapid Progression at Junior 
or Senior rligh), Subject Acceleration, and Early Admission to College. 
Advanced Placement programs were found to produce moderate, nearly 
significant academic gains as well (Rogers, 1991). 

2. Those forms of acceleration for which groups of gifted learners may be 
involved do not appear to have a direct impact on self-esteem, either positively 
or negatively (Kuhk & Kulik, 1984; Rogers, 1991). It is apparent that a host of 
other environmental, personological, and academic variables are more directly 
involved with changes in self-esteem 
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Recommendations for Practices Involving Ability Grouping 

Based on conclusions drawn from the research syntheses, the following guidelines 
arc offered for educators who are considering various grouping options for gifted students. 

GUIDELINE ONE: Students who are academically or Intellectually 
gifted and talented should spend the majority of their school day with 
others of similar abilities and interests. 

Discussion: What forms drs option may take are open: Bom general inte l le c tu a l 
ability grouping programs (such as School Within a School, Gifted Magnet Schools, Full- 
time Gifted Programs, or Gifwl Classrooms) and Ml- time groupm 
ability (such as Magnet Schools) have produced marked academic achievement gains as 
wefl as moderate increases in attitude toward the subjects in whkh these students are 
grouped. 

GUIDELINE TWO: The Ouster Grouping of a small number of 
students, either intellectually gifted or gifted in a similar academic domain, 
within an otherwise heterogeneously groaned classroom can be considered 
when schools cannot support a full-time gifted program (either 
demographically, economically, or philosophically). 

Discussion: The "Cluster Teacher" must, however, be sufficiently trained to work 
with gifted students, must be given adequate preparation time and must be willing to devote 
a proportionate amount of classroom time to the direct provision of learning experiences for 
the cluster group. 

GUIDELINE THREE: In the absence of full-time gifted program 
enrollment, gifted and talented students might be offered specific group 
instruction across grade levels, according to their individual knowledge 
acquisition In school subjects, either in conjunction with cluster grouping 
or in its stead. 

Discussion: This "cross grade grouping" option has been found effective for the 
gifted and talented in both single subject and full-time p ro g r ammi ng (i.e., Nongraded 
Classrooms). 

GUIDELINE FOUR: Students who are gifted and talented should be 
given experiences involving a variety of appropriate acceleration-based 
options, which may be offered to gifted students as a group or on an 
individual basis. 

Discussion: It is, of course, important to consider the social and psychological 
adjustment of each student for whom such options are being considered as well as 
cognitive capabilities in making the optimal match to die student's needs. 
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GUIDELINE FIVE: Students who arc gifted and talented should be 
given experiences which involve various forms of enrichment that extend 
the regular school curriculum, leading to the more complete development 
of concepts, principles, and generalizations. 

Discussion: This enrichment could be provided within the classroom through 
twnwouscinrictthandeHv^ 
enrichment pullout programs. 

GUIDELINE SIX: Mixed-ability Cooperative Learning should be 
used sparingly for students who are gifted and talented, perhaps only for 
social skills development programs. 

Discussion: Until evidence is accumulated thai this form of Cooperative Learning 
provides academic outcomes similar or superior to the various forms of ability grouping, 
it is important to continue with the grouping practices that are supported by research. 
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Table 1 
Effects Sizes Reported for 
Research-Supported Gifted Program Options 



fiction EflkttSia 

Early Entrance to School .36 

Subject Acceleration .49 

Curriculum Compression (Compacting) .45 

Grade Skipping .78 

Enrichment (pullout) - curriculum extension .65 

Enriched Classes Ability Grouped .33 

Cross-grade Grouping (reading, m ith) .45 

Nongraded Classes .38 

Concurrent EnroUment .36 

Regrouping for Specific Instruction (reading, math) .34 

Advanced Placement .29 

Credit by Examination .75 

Ouster Grouping (specific differentiation) .62 

Separate Classes for Gifted .33 
Cooperative Learning 

Johnson's "Learning Together" 0 

Slavin's TGT .38 

Slavic's STL (combination) .30 

Grade Telescoping .56 

Mentorship .42 



Note The Effect Sizes listed cannot be directly compared with others in the table. Some 
represent one-time academic gains, while others may be possibly cumulative gains, 
progressively increasing the longer the practice is used. The quality of the criterion 
measures used varies greatly from practice to practice also, thereby confounding any cross- 
comparisons to be made. 
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Tbe Relationship of Grouping Practices to the 
Education of the Gifted and Talented Learner: 
Research-Based Decision Making 

Karen B. Rogers, Ph.D. 
University of St Thomas 
St Paul, Minnesota 



In the past five years the practice of grouping students by ability has been 
questioned by educational researches and school amninistratars. Several have argued that 
the use of ability grouping for reducing the demands upon teachers and improving die 
academic achievement of learners is not sufficient reason for maintaining the practice (far 
example, George, 1988; Slavin, 1987; Oakes, 1985). Otto* researchers have extolled the 
academic and social superiority of mixed-ability cooperative learning groups over other 
grouping practices (for example, Johnson & Johnson, 1990; Slavin, 1990). Amidst all the 
rhetcticnes one common theme: Each researcher and writer claims "the research supports" 
the conclusions drawn. With a literature base of over 700 studies on ability grouping 
(Kulik & Kulik, 1982), over 300 studies on cooperative learning (Johnson, Johnson, & 
Maruyama, 1983; Slavin, 1984), and over 300 studies on accelerative options involving 
forms of regrouping (Rogers, 1991), it is evident that no single researcher or writer is 
deliberately trying to mislead the general public or the educanonal decision maker. It is 
more likely that an effective analysis of the literature bases on grouping issues has not been 
undertaken, a mistake this paper will attempt to correct 



SECTION ONE: APPROACHES TO RESEARCH 



In effect, there are four general approaches to understanding and using research in 
educational practice: (1) the "charisma" approach; (2) the "I found this study" approach; 
(3) the "apples and oranges" approach; and, (4) the "best-evidence" app ro ach . Edocatoial 
decision-makers need to understand these approaches and their strengths and weaknesses 
in order to effectively "consume" or even make sense of the research on educational 
practice. 

The "Charisma" Approach 

Charismatic and articulate educators (with strong feelings about certain practices) 
can m/ike broad, simplistic claims that their recomrnendntkms are "research supported," 
with little challenge from non-researchers in the typical audience. The research cited by 
such educators is often tangential or focused on only a small part of the total research base, 
to example, references to ihe "research" against tracking by Oakes (1985), reflected one 
relatively snail, poorly designed case study of 25 junior and senior high schools conducted 
by Oakes herself 8 years previously. The 'Research" against ability grouping for nriddle 
school student? cited by George (1988), reflected, primarily, the research synthesis 
conducted by 'ilavin (1987) of one of four forms of ability giouping as it applied to 
elementary students. Johnson and Johnson (1990) claims sur^wning mixed-ability 
cooperative teaming for gifted students vere based on one small, poorly designed quasi- 
experimental study comparing the frwrdinte and long-term retennoti effects of a five-day 
oratmeat on handicapped, regular, and "gjftcd ;; (no specification of how these students 
were identified) students (Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1982). References to the research 
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supporting acceleration for gifted students by Slavin (1988) have reflected primarily on die 
case studies of the Center for Talented Youth involving subject acceleration in mathematics, 
with no consideration of previous reviews of research or meta-analyses. 

The "I Found This Study" Approach 

Fc? what also might be called the n m^ 
by an educational decision maker or writer wim a pcrintofview based co personal 
experience or "gut" feelings, who locates a couple of research studies supporting tins view, 
n^clssemiimtssthem tosuperiois, Decisions are then made 

to change practice based on this lim^ Theprobleca 
with such an approaui are obvious. There are few practk^ m educate let aloocm gifW 
education, that ire comprised of a research base of two. With 700 studies on abOity 
giouping and 300 each on cooperative learning and accefcratio^ 
rationally be accepted as appropriate representation of the "research." Even when research 
reviewers have attempted to keep "box scores H of allow stnto on a practice which 
support or negate thm practice and then have "voted" the box with the highest number of 
confirm i ng or negating studies the winner, concerns have been raised about the validity of 
the conclusions drawn (Light & Smith, 197 1; Jackson, 1980; Cook & Leviton, 1980; 
Hedges & ODdn, 1984; Slavin, 1984). As Mark Twain quipped in his Autobiography, 
The thirteenth stroke of a clock is not only false of itself, but casts grave doubts on the 
credibility of the preceding twelve/' 

The "Apples and Oranges" Approach 

Educators coined the term, "apples and oranges" approach when the technique of 
meta-analysis was first introduced (Glass, 1976). 1ms approach involves an attempt to 
collect all experimental and comparative research studies conducted on a strategy and to 
average across all the studies to calculate a mean "Effect Size." The Effect Size is first 
calculated for each study included, usmg the fc*miilfl,ES»luVMc/& where M 

represents 

the mean scores, respectively, of the experimental (e) and control (c) groups and 
summarizes the general direction and degree of outcome between the two gn>ups. These 
individual Effect Sizes are then averaged to calculate the inean Effect ^ 
studies. In many cases, this averaging process is done regardless of the quality of 
individual research studies in cl ud ed - the sam ple sizes m the studies, the neriod in which the 

^a*WV » *VtrWwW aa» wwwvH T^aa-aa •a^F^an^apann^^F^w^ ^a^w^^^^^^^aj^^^^in^^ vbbp^^^f ^a^a^n— ■^aw^^ny ^^aavvw ^BM^nr aaaw^^n^^BBB^BB^Br^^y ^^ap^^ar aa^^aw^^-^^a^^aw' t a**^ff« -^ww^^ 

studies were conducted, or die specific form of the strategy. Such was the case for the first 
uses of meta-analysis in gifted education. Kulik and Kulik's (1982) synthesis of research 
on ability grouping with secondary students included studies of within-class and betw een- 
class grouping, added these studies across junior high and senior h igh students, and made 
no allowance for size of sample or differences m research design (fo 
XYZ studies were combined with studies comparing students of like ability enrolled or not 
enrolled in special programs). The Kuliks' subsequent meta-analysis on acceleration fa- 
gifted students (1984) included studies of grade skipping and curriculum compression 
across students at all grade levels, and again made no allowance for size of sample or 
strength of research design. 

Other examples of the "apples and oranges" approach as r. applies to syntheses on 
grouping issues abound. Ftf example, the dfaeiepancieg between <be cooperative learning 
meta-analyses of Johnson, Maruyaroa, Johnson, Nelson, and Skon (1981) and Slavin 
(1990) are generally due ro differences m studies can be collectively 

averaged to produce the "Effect Size" metric. Because Slavin disalbwed studies with a 
cooper ativ e learning treatment of fewer than 20 class periods, nonrarulomized or 
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iinniur.hpri assignments to treatment use of criterion measures for which treatment but not 

control groups had access m the content, and stuto to which 

golf swing) were compared, only nine of the Johnson et si. studies overlapped those in his 

best-evidence synthesis (Stevin, 1990). Despite the potential for misinterpreting the effects 

of such a synthesis of research, there can beapeaierdegnvof va&fily toAiwing 

conclusions about the effects of an instructional practkx whence 

well-defined a priori criteria tor todiision to a meta-analysis. 

Concerns have also been raised about the liimtationstf 
studies which can be quantitatively combined that asiess achievement Most often, 
stanoardtoed tests of achievement have btoiuseo\ wilh no d^ui ii euuiicc that trie testt 
actually measure what was taught to die experimental study or that the tests pn^ 
generous enough cefltogs or were given at out-of 'grade levels to differentiate tor 
achievememmmcextrerDesof abffity. For ii*stance,iio difference to a 
the conclusion drawn abom gifted saidents who wm 
eqaelly gifted controls had bom scored at the ceiltog of the crite^ 
differences to achievement Likewise, there is some concern that achievement naay be 
measured only in part by standardized tests. Grouping outcomes as measured by 
achievement gains on staxaiardiad tests is an extremely Km 

the goals of and experiences provided to prograrm tor to Among the 

many metaanalyses described in this report only Vaughan's (1990) meta-analysis of 
enrichment pullout programs appears to bwe taken these concerns into account 

The Effect Size metric translates easily into understandable classroom application. 
An Effect Size of ^30,gerieraBy ao^eptedasirtd^catrveof oiolerate, but practically 
significant effects, would indicate any or all of the following iiue ipi etati ons: 

1. The innxv/ement (approximately three months' additional achievement) of 
the experimental group over the control group on a grade equivalent score 
scale (Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981). 

2. The superior performance of approximately 30% of the experimental group 
over the control group on the criterion measure (Wolf, 1986). 

3. The difference in standard deviation scores between groups of 
anmximately one-third of the standard deviation umt higher for the 
experimental group (Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981). 

4. The equivalent position of a school year's teaching efforts - experimental 
students were taught in three years what the control students would 
accornplish in four (Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981). 

The Best-Evidence Approach 

The best-evktence approach uses collection and calculation tgocedures similar to 
those forrneta-analys*s,biitoaxrf 
them by tostructiccal variation 

synthesize, usually using the median ialher than the mean Eflta 
reporting. A test of bornogeneity of effects is used roestab^ 
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"best evidence" studies. Proposed by Slavin (1986), this approach combines the strengths 
of meta-analytic an d ro w t traditional narrative reviews. Research designs other than quasi* 
experimental and causal-comparative can be included and sample sizes can be statistically 
weighted Slavin noted: 

The best-evidence synthesis^ incorporates the quantification and systematic 
literature search methods of meta-analysis with die detailed emphasis of critical 
issues and study characteristics of the best traditional wvicwi io an attempt to 
pmdde a tfaoroogfa and unbiased means of synthesizing research and providing 
ck,sr and useful conclusions, (p. 10) 

Critirisms of the best-evidence appioa^ (a) the role 

of the synthesizer as both "judge and jury" of the research base (Guskey, 1987); (b) the 
effects various differences in inclusion criteria imght have on synthesis coo^ 
(Abrami, Cohen, & d ApoUonia, 1988); (c) the d e p endenc e on "dated" studies (Hiebert, 

1987) ; and (d) potential neglect of the conclusions to examine the conceptual adequacy of 
<fte studies included for synthesis (Gamoran, 1987). AH but the first criticism have also 
been leveled at the meta-analytic approach to research (Abrami, Cohen, & d'ApoSonia, 

1988) . It becomes apparent that a thoughtful reader of the best-evidence synthesis must 
remain vigilant to die possibility of these errors occurring, despite the potential this 
approach has for drawing generatirations about the specific effects of given edirational 
practices. 

This approach has been used by Slavin to synthesize research on ability grouping 
for elementary and secondary students (1987, 1990), although all studies comparing 
grouped gifted students with nongrooped gifted students woe eliminated from the analysis. 
Slavin has also used this approach to synthesize research on the academic effects of 
cooperative learning (1990). The approach has also been used by Rogers (!991) to 
synthesize research or 12 accelerative options for gifted students, several of vhkh involve 
the grouping by ability of gifted and talented learners. 

In addflBSSIIIff tllB XCSfflCll HQ mm Milling fanrirfii np.nf fiCQCtentifXL COODGIHltYfi 

learning) there have been 13 major syntheses of research mat use the meta-analysis or best- 
evidence approach. While acknowledging the potential pitfalls of these approaches to 
research, the remainder of this paper will draw conclusions about the issues relating to 
grouping gifted and talented s tu d ent s for instruction. In other words, this paper will 
attempt to conduct a meta-evahiative synthesis of the research syntheses on grouping. The 
13 syntheses are: 

Gamoran, A., & Berends, M. (1987). The effects of stratification in secondary 
schools: Synthesis of survey and ethnographic research. Review of 
Educational Research, 57, 415435. 

Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Maruyama, G. (1983). Interdependence and 
interpersonal attraction a mon g he teroge neous and h om o g en eo u s i nd i vi d ua ls: 
A theoretical fcnnulatkm and a meta-analysis of the research. Review cf 
Reset- ch in Education, 53, 415424. 
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Johnson, D. W., Maruyama, G., Johnson, R, Nelson, D., & Skon, L. (1981). 
Effects of cooperative, competitive, or individualistic goal structures on 
achievement: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 89 (\\ 47-62. 

KuHk, C-L. C. (1985). effects cf inter-class ability grouping on achievement and 
self-esteem. Payer pre sente d at the annual convention of the American 
Psychological Association, Los Angeles, CA. 

Kulik, C-L C & Kulik, J, A. (1984). Effects of ability grouping on elementary 
school pupils: A meta-analysis. presented at the annual nieeting of 
the American Psychological Association, Ontario, Canada. 

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C-L. C (1982). Effects of ability grouping on secondary 
school students: A meta-analysis of evaluation findings. American 
Educational Research Journal, 19, 415-428. 

Kulik, J. A., Sl Kulik, C-L. C (1984). Effects of accelerated instruction on 
students. Review of Educational Research, 54, 409-425. 

Kulik, J. A, & Kulik, C-L. C (1990). Ability grouping and gifted students. In 
N. Colangelo & G.A. Davis (Eds.), Handbook of gifted education, (pp. 
178-196). Boston, MA: AllynA Bacon. 

Rogers, K. B. (1991). A best-etidenre synthesis of the research on accelerative 
options for gifted students. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University 
of Minnesota, Minneapolis. 

Slavin, R. E (1987). Ability grouping: A best-evidence synthesis. Review of 
Educational Research, 57, 293-336. 

Slavin, R. E (1990). Achievement effects of ability grouping in secondary 

schools: A best-evidence synthesis. Review of Educational Research, 60, 
471-499. 

Slavin, R. E (1990). Cooperative learning: Theory, research and practice. 
Eaglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Vaughan, V. (1990). Meta-analysis of pull-cut programs in gifted education. 
Paper presented at the annual convention of the National Association for 
Gifted Children, lime Rock, AR. 

In general, it can be stated that the integration of these 1 3 analyses should provide 
substantial evaluation of the positive academic, socinti wition , and psychotogical adjustment 
effects of grouping strategies upon gifted and talented students. Glass (1976) noted that 
"the integration of research snidies... should be valued more highly than many forms of 
original research..." (p. 353). "This endeavor deserves higher priority now than adding a 
new experiment or survey to the pile..." (p. 4). 
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SECTION TWO: PROBLEMS AND ISSUES RELATED TO GROUPING 



Even a cursoiy review of educational publications reveals a growing concern, 
perhaps even a few false assumptions about grmqringpiactteingeiicral, as well as 
questions about Ac impact of grou^upcr various levels of abiLty^ 
benefits of mixed-ability cooperative grouping, and disquietude about the qnotional and 
social effects of grouping for acceleration. Particular attention has been given to: (a) 
academic achiev emen t an d self-esteem; (b) teacher/student expectations; (c) mrial/sorial 
disofaiimarJcmBjrimo In toe 

subsections that follow, each of these variables will be more fully described in terms of the 
concerns or assumptions related to ability groupmg, cooperative leainu^ 
It should be stressed that these concerns and s^umptJons may noi, however, 
bear any relationship to actual research, as Section Three will show. It must be 
noted that although the conceniswm be listed in Section Two, they wiO not be directly 
addressed in terms of the research until the end of Section Three of the paper (Appendix 
B)» 

Concerns/Assumptions Often Raised About Academic Achievement and 
Self-Esteem 

There appear to be five major achievement and esteem concerns or assumptions 
about grouping for enrichment or acceleration and cooperative grouping. 

1. Ability grouping for enrichment programs docs not result in achievement 
benefits for gifted learners. If gifted learners benefit academically while 
gnnmed, it is due to factors other than grouping, such as individual 
motivation to achieve, differentiated curri^^ 

trained teachers. Ability grouping for regular iristrection may, however, be 
directly responsible for decreased academic achievement, loss of academic 
ground, and loss of ambition to succeed in school among average and low- 
ability learners. 

2. Ability grouping for enrichment programs tends to lead to inflated 
opinions of capability for the gifted Ability grouping for regular instruction 
may lead to lowered self-esteem for average and low-ability learners. 

3. Cooperative learning f~ regular instruction (mixed ability) provides 
greater academic benefits for stuaentscf all levels of aMity than when 
students must work individuaHstically or in a competitive environment The 
gifted, in particular, by bemg required to help othera master iru^ 
concepts, gain both cognitively and academically. 

4. Cooperative learning for regular instruction (mixed ability) improves the 
academic self-concept of all learners, including the gifted 

5. Acceleration of the gifted student leads to problems with self-esteem and 
psychotogk^ maladjustment due mo^ 

of the accelerant 



3 



a 

ERIC 



Concerns/ Assumptions Often Raised About Teacher/Student Expectations 



Eight concerns or assumptions surround teacher and student expectations for 
achievement and esteem when various grouping practices axe employed. 

1. Teacher expectations when gifted students are grouped tor enrichment are 
realistic; that is, those students can bene&fitom the carktoeit provided. 
Teachers also suspect that most learners in tbeir classrooms could benefit 
from this enrichment. 

2. Teacher expectations for students of mfferem ability levels vary 
considerably when students are grouped by ability for regular instruction: 
Teachers of low-ability tracks tend to underestimate the ability of their 
students, thereby spending inordinate time on dril 1 and practice and 
teaching-for-mastery instructional techmques. 

3. Studeme^q^ectaticnsfOT achievement are dampened by placement in average 
or low-abflity tracks. They tend to give up on trying to master challenging 
content 

4. Students' self-esteem suffers when they are placed in average or low-ability 
tracks. They perceive that a stigma has been attached to their group 
placement. 

5. In cooperative grouping using mixed-ability groups, teachers expect 
that slower learners will team from the high achirvers with whom they have 
been placed; hence, there is the expectation that all children will learn the 
same quantity of material in th: same period of time, and the climate for 
leaming will become more " a cad e mi c ." 

6. In cooperative grouping there is the expectation that when all members 
of a group "sink or swim" together, the self-esteem of all group members 
will improve as the group succeeds. 

7. Teachers expect that children who have been accelerated will have some 
difficulty with higher grade level materials and will become "average" 
achieving students when compared with older-aged classmates. 

8. Teachers expect that the self-esteem of an accelerated group of students 
will be damaged by the need to compete full-time with older-aged 
classmates. 

Concerns/Assumptions Often Raised About Racial and Social 
Discrimination, Mobility 

There are six concerns c assumptions that focus on whether or not grouping for 
enrichment, acceleration or for cooperative learning mooiporate discrirmnatory practices. 
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1. Students placed in high ability groups for which challenging and enriched 
curriculum is plamiedterid to be 

low-ability groups tend to contain propartiaiately higher inmibere of low 
social class and culturally diverse students than found in the general school 
population- Educational decisioo-makers may have racial and social class 
ste re o t y pes that affect their placement and grotnniig decisions. 

2. Once students are placed in an dDiHty trails that placsenient is rarely 
changed upwards; students are n»elil^toroovedc^atracktban to 
progress up. The difference in ability becomes greater the longer students 
are grouped, with low ability students having no opportunity to catch up on 
the skills and knowledge base ptesentedtothehigh-O^ studeius. Hence, 
racial and economic segregation/stratmcation becomes entrenched. 

3. Students placed in a high ability track are perceived by teachers and other 
students as the "in group", while students placed in low ability "tracks" are 
considered the "outgroup." A social stigma is placed on slower learners, 
and the status of faster learners is enhanced in grouped situations. 

4. Recognking and grouping tor in^ 
proving differentia 

undemocratic: It allows some students to get ahead in lire's "rat race," 

5. Students who are cooperatively grouped for racial and ability balance 
acquire positive attitudes toward all group members. 

6. Gifted students win be required as adults to deal with all segments of the 
peculation, particularly if they are in leadership roles; cooperative 
grouping with racial and ability balance helps prepare gifted students for 
such roles as weD as to help them acqiiu^ 

others with "differences." 

Concerns/Assumptions Often Raised About Instructional Quality 

Five concerns or assumptions have been raised about the influence of grouping 
practices upon instructional quality, that is, upon the quality of teaching and the scope of 
instructional practices in the classroom. 

1. Teachers tend to interact differently with students they perceive as having 
more or less ability. Teachers in low ability tracks tend to spend a great 
deal ofclass time on mscrphre Teachers in high 
ability tracks provide more "opportunity to learn" time for students, due to 
better attendance rates aiidtt 

2. Instruction in low ability groups tends to be delivered through drill and 

practice or teaching for mastgry T and with the m* nf tmimagfi»nri*» mnA 

u nch all e nging worksheets or ote learning materials. Instruction in high 
ability groups relies more on discovery teaming, exposure to abstract ideas, 
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and discussion with a focus on problem solving and creative production as 
intended teaming outcomes. The knowledge and skills taught vary by 
group, with the high ability groups receiving "high status" knowledge and 
the tow ability groups receiving vocational knowledge only. 

3. "Better" teachers are rewarded by being assigned the high ability groups 
and honors classes, while less experienced and less effective teachers are 
relegated to low ability groups and remedial classes. These "better" teachers 
are not only more instructional^ effective, but show more enthusiasm tor 
teaming, model the value of learning, and genuinely like their students. 
Such is not the case with teachers assigned to low ability groups. 

4. Whole group instructional delivery (i.e^ all learners use the same 
materials for the same length of time as in group-paced mastery learning, 
direct instruction, companion reading, Chicago Mastery Learning programs, 
etc.) results in higher instructional quality for all learners. 

5. Teachers can better meet the needs of all students by grouping them by 
achievement level. Grouping makes it easier on teachers. The real 
challenge is to meet those needs in mixed-ability classes. 

Concerns/Assumptions Often Raised About Social Cohesion 

Three concerns or assumptions have centered on the social cohesion of classrooms 
when ability grouping is the general practice. 

1. Students in high ability groups tend to develop healthy social 
relationships with others in their group as a result of their common learning 
experiences and social cognition. Students in low ability groups tend to 
form social relationships with some of the peers in their group, but without 
appropriate social modeling, such relationships are detrimental. There is 
also more disharmony in low ability classes. Students in such classes don't 
work toward a common educational goal 

2. Social cohesion, perceptions of peer support, and social self -concept 
improve dramatically among all ability levels when learners are 
cooperatively grouped. 

3. Students who have been accelerated will not be accepted into the social 
network of their new class; they will stand out as "different" and therefore, 
socially unacceptable. 



26 

ERIC 



11 



SECTION THREE: RESEARCH SYNTHESIS 



Ability Grouping Research 

Eight research syntheses have focused on the various effects of ability grouping for 
regular or enrichedAemedial instruction aid have been conducted by James and Chen-Lin 
KuUk (1982, 1984, 198S, 1990), Robert Slavin (1987, 1990), Adam Can ran and Mark 
Berends (1987), and Viclri Vaughan (1990). 

Research Syntheses by James Kulik and Chen-Lin Kuiik 

The Kuiiks have provided the earliest and most recent syntheses of the ^search on 
ability grouping. Their initial studies (1982, 1984) focused on specific school levels, that 
is, secondary or elementary, but their last two syntheses have looked across K-12 
populations in calculating the general effects of grouping for regular instruction and 
grouping for enrichment or remediation. 

Secondary Grouping Research. In a meta-analysis (1982) of 52 comparative 
or quasi-experimental studir , carried out in second&r' schools, 36 of the studies reported 
high achievement gains for grouped classes, 8 of which were statistically significant Of 
the studies analyzed by the Kuiiks in this synthesis, 33 involved the study of abOiiy 
grouping in junior high and 19 in senior high. The average Effect Size was +.10, implying 
mat, in a typical class, the performance of ability grouped students was raised by one-tenth 
of a standard deviation unit or from the 50th to the 54th percentile of achievement. When 
material was specifically tailored to the grouped classes by specific subjects, the average 
Effect Size across these studies was +.15. Ability grouping for science and social studies 
resulted in the largest average Effiect Sizes (+.18, +11, respectively). Studies that focused 
on the effects of grouping upon an individual ability level indicated smaller Effect Sizes for 
achievrment for slow and average learners (+.02, respectively), but in the 14 studies on 
grouping for high ability only, the average Effect Size was +33. 

In terms of gains in self-esteem, the average Effect Size was +.01, implying that the 
decision to group or not to group has little effect on students' self-esteem. For the eight 
studies looking at gains in positive attitudes toward subject matter, the Kuiiks were able to 
conclude with statistical confidence that grouping had a positive effect on student attitudes 
toward the subjects) in which they were grouped (ES-+.37). A mean Effect Size of +.09, 
albeit very small, on attitude toward school favored grouped classes across the 11 studies. 
Based on these findings, the Kuiiks drew the following conclusions about ability grouping 
at the secondary level: 

ACHIEVEMENT: ... ability grouping had only trivial effects on the 
achievement of average and below average students. This finding... does not 
support the view of other researchers who claim that grouping has unfavorable 
effects on the achievement of lo vv-aptitude students. The effect of gnmping is near- 
zero on the achievement of average and below average students; it is not negative. 



ATTITUDES: ... the effects of grouping were clearer on students attitudes 
than on studmt achievement. Students assigned to grouped classes for work in 



12 



certain subject areas (eg., mathematics or English composition) responded more 
favorably to these subjects than did similar students assigned to heterogeneous 
classes-. Effects of grouping on attitudes toward school and on self-concept were 
also positive, but these effects were small and less consistent, (pp. 425-426) 

Elementary Grouping Research. In 1984, the Kuliks produced a meta- 
analysis of the effects of ability grouping upon elementary school students. The results 
were similar. Of the 28 studies that looked aid* achievr^ 

classrooms in graded schools to combine children who are similar in abiHty, 20 favored the 
grouped condition, 13 significantly. The average Effect Size for the 28 studies may be 
interpreted as a raise in grouped students' scores on achievement tests by +.19 standard 
deviation units. This implies that in the typical study, grouping accounted for 
appr o xima tely two months' additional performance on a grade equivalent scale of 
achievement For those studies that measured the effects of grcnnMng for gifkd students, 
however, the average Effect Size was even higher (ES-+.49). For the nine studies that 
dealt with self-concept, the effect was trivial. The Kuliks did not synthesize the research 
on attitude toward school or subject matter in the 1984 study. 

K-12 Grouping Research. In their third and fourth syntheses (1985, 1990) the 
Kuliks analyzed the research on inter-class ability grouping across elementary and 
secondary schools. Inter-class ability grouping was defined as the practice of assigning 
students to classes, tracks, or streams, according to ability. (In their first two meta- 
analyses, inter- and infra-class grouping studies were combined.) In the 1985 study, 
grouping research was collected on whole class grouping in secondary schools, such as an 
"honors" class in English, and in elementary classrooms when all students of one ability 
level were assigned to the same class. 

In the 1985 meta-analysis, 85 studies were found that compared inter-class ability 
grouping with traditional classroom instruction, 40 at the elementary level and 45 at 
secondary. Of the 78 studies analyzed that dealt with comparative achievement gains, the 
average Effect Size for grouped classrooms was +.15, the equivalent of increasing 
achievement test scores by \J5 months on a grade equivalent scale. Studies that looked 
specifically at an indrvidusi ability level found differing Effect Sizes according to ability. 
Low-ability groups (lor which there were only four reported studies) had zero Effect Size, 
suggesting that low-ability levels are neither harmed nor helped by grouping arrangements. 
Studies on average learners indicated an average of +.04 Effect Size, in other words, a 
near-zero effect; studies on high-ability students placed in honors classes resulted in an 
Effect Size average of +.30. Assignment of high-ability students to classes without 
systematically enriched subject matter, however, resulted in an average Effect Size of +.12. 
The average Effect Size of grouping on the self-esteem of students was near zero, despite 
small but differing self-esteem Effect Sizes by ability level (ES (high ability) « -.14, ES 
(average ability) - -.16, ES (low ability) «= +.16). Kulik concluded: 

... [Sjchool programr providing special treatment for talented students usually 
produce good results. The talented students who are in these programs almost 
invariably gain academically from them and they do not become smug or self- 
satisfied as a result of their partidpaticQi. If anything, talented students may become 
slightly roore modest about their abilities when they are taught in homogeneous 
groups...This meta-analysis provided little support for the common belief mat 
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grouping programs have negative effects on slower learners. On the contrary, we 
found that homogeneous grouping programs often help^ 
esteem of slow learners, and these programs may have also had small positive 
effects on their achievement (p. 4)' 

In the Kuliks' most recent meta-analysis of between-class grouping, as reported in 
Handboc df Gifted Education (1990X the Kuliks located 49 controlled "mnMtrack" or 
"XYZT studies of students taught in homogeneous classes compared to students taught in 
mixed-ability classes. Nose of the studies m this meta-analysis involved separate programs 
or classes for gifted students, although it may be assumed that children assigned to the high 
ability track in these studies may have mduo^ a tew gifted students. The mean Effect Size 
across these multitrack studies was +.06 rtandard deviation units, equivalent to a gain on a 
grade equivalent scale of one-half moroh. However, when the Kuliks analyzed the results 

the 40 studies which reported sep 
effects: +.12 for high-ability, +.04 for average ability, and zero for low-ability students. 

The Kuliks synthesized the 15 studies among the 49 that dealt with self-esteem, 
finding mat in only 6 of the 15 did grouping appear to produce more positive self-concepts. 
The average overall effect of grouping in the 15 studies was to decrease self-esteem scores 
by -.06 standard deviations, considered trivial. Again, when die separate self-esteem 
changes were reported in the 15 studies by ability level, ordylow-abih^ student produced 
more positive self-concepts when grouped, although the changes were not considered 
meaningful: Effect Sizes tor high-ability students were -. 14, for average ability students 
(-.16), and for low-ability students (+.16). 

In the 1990 analysis, the Kuliks looked once again at changes in attitude toward 
subject matter and attitude toward schooL AD six studies on subject matter attitude showed 
positive effects, with a mean Effect Size of +.27. Across the four studies of attitude 
toward school, the mean Effect Size was +.04. 

Thus tar, each of the Kuliks* meta-analyses focused on the comparative ability level 
diffe re n c es in academic achievement and self-esteem tor betwoeiwdass-onry or betweW 
class and within-class grouping when all students at a grade level (or levels) were grouped 
awarding to locally developed criteria for placement, termed muMtrack or XYZ programs. 
These grouping aTrangenxnts were 

gifted learners. The 49 studies reported evaluative results for which grouping made the 

delivery of instruction easier for teachers to rnanage with a narrowed 

The Kuliks were also interested, however, in the effects of grouping programs designed 

especially to meet the needs of gifted and talented students. Such programs included 

separate classrooms for the gifted and gifted "dusters" within an otherwise traditional 

classroom. 

Of 25 controlled studies of separate classes for gifted students, 19 reported higher 
achievement in the homogeneously grouped situation, 11 of winch were statistically 
significant The average Effect Size across the 25 studies was +.33. Another way to 
interpret this effect is mat in the typical study cf separate clas^ 
apuiOAiiuately 63% of the special class gifted students outperformed the typical gifted 
studemmti^ mixed-ability class, to actuality , the range of Effect Sizes across the 25 
studies was broad (-.27 to + 1 .25), great enough to lead the KuEks to conclude that factors 
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other than grouping itself must have been responsible far the reported outcomes. Slavin 
(1987) among others, has aigued that the differentiated expectations, outcomes, teacher 
quality, curriculum, and even student motivaikmaieiixmlikdyiespcmsil^fotte 
achievement levels experienced by students in these programs. 

Self-esteem (global) was examined in 6 of the 25 studies, with 4 studies reporting 
more favorable self-concepts in the experimental condition. The average Effect Size across 
the 6 studies was +.02. Only three of the separate gifted classroom studies examined 
attitude toward subject matter or school For subject matter, the one study reported a trivial 
effect, and for the two studies on attitude toward school, strong positive effects were 
reported. 

Grouping the giited as a "cluster" within a heterogeneous classroom provided the 
real surprise effect Of the tour studies located by the Kuliks, all reported positive effects 
for academic achievement, three of winch were srarisrically significant The mean Effect 
Size for these studies was +.62. From the results of these meta-analyses, the Kuliks 
concluded: 

The evidence is dear that high-aptitude and gifted students benefit academically 
from programs that provide separate instruction for them. Academic benefits are 
positive but small when the grouping is done as a part of a broader program for 
students of all abilities. Benefits are positive and moderate in size in programs that 
are specially designed for gifted students^£vidence is less clear about 
nontognitive outcomes of programs of separate instruction for high-aptitude and 
gifted students. Despite their importance, such outcomes are not studied frequently 
by educational researchers, and only tentative omclusions can be drawn. One of 
these conclusions is that abiHty-grc^rping programs have little or no consistent 
overall effect on student self-esteem ... (p. 191) 

Research Syntheses by Robert Slavin 

Robert Slavin's best-evidence syntheses of research on elementary grouping 
arrangements (1987) and secondary grouping (1990) essentially draw the same conclusions 
about tracking for all students as the Kuliks found in their separate analysis of rnixed track, 
XYZ studies. The differences between his wale and thai of the Kuliks has been his 
exclusion of all studies of ability grouping for gifted or special education children. He 
reasoned that the literature has been fairly well-analyzed for these special ability groups and 
suggested that inherent in selection for a gifted or special education group is the 
understanding that there will be sigmficant differences in curriculum, class size, resources 
available and goals, all of which are wscparable firms the practice In his 

ability grouping syntheses (1987, 1990), Slavin has added that the selection process for 
special education programs may also influence study outcomes, contending that students 
selected usually have stronger motivation to succeed, have fewer behavioral or emotional 
problems mat might interfere with learning, and these factors, rather than the grouping 
arrangement, produce favorable achievement effects. Conversely, Slavin's syntheses have 
been takrn to task by numerous researchers for four primary flaws: (1) differences in 
curriculum "lass size, resources available and goals contribute to the outcomes in all 
classrooms,. 3t just to gMted or special education classrooms-if grouping is not the 
"cause* of achie vement gains for the latter classrooms, men how can it be the "culprit" in 
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regular or traditional classrooms?; (2) the studies included are primarily from the 1950s and 
1960s and may not be geoeralizable to the classrooms of the 1990s; (3) the studies are 
bmpd od stssdsnduBcd ttc fa jcvc m sitt tcsts» which nwy sot upcbsiiib whBt B cs mUy yocs on in 
grouped situations and may not fully assess the araoennc gains of achieving 
students due to low test ceilings and possible regression to the mean for students who score 
at the extremes of these tests; and (4) he draws strong coiK±isionsabom the nierus or lack 
of merit about certain forms of ability grouping based on very few studies, conclusions not 
found to be warranted in some cases by subsequent researchers (Kulik & Kulik, 1990). 

Slaving two best-evidence syntheses must be mentioned for two reasons: (l)they 
are frequently referred to by less research-oriented educational writers; and (2) Slavin 
looked more closely man his predecessors at the type of grouping arrangement in the 
studies locflicdi JfcnoCg despite their todc of BppUcsbility to cdtoctttoml prnctHy for the 
gifted and talented, it is important for all educators to know of their content and 
conclusions. In addition to the more permanent ability grouping, previously called 
"tracking," Slavin identified three short-term ability grouped arrangements in die 
elementary and secondary grades: (1) regrouping for specific subject instruction, in which 
students remain in heterogeneous classes most of the day and are regrouped by 
achievemen^per foima ncc level within grade levels for reading aiui/or xnath: (2) Joptin Plan, 
in which students are regrouped across grade lines for reading; and (3) within-class ability 
grouping, whereby the ci: .room teacher divides students temporarily into two or more 
groups by achievement kr 1 in a subject area. 

Secondary Grouping- Research. Siavin's (1990) best-evidence synthesis of 
research on abitity-grouped classes at the secondary level included 29 controlled studies, 17 
of which included middle school/junior high student samples (grades 5-8) and 17 of which 
included senior high student samples (9-12). In measuring achievement, 12 of the studies 
a^essed achievement across all subjects and 17 studies reported acmevernem effects for 1- 
4 specific subjects. The reported median Effect Size across the 20 comparative and 9 case 
studies was zero. Slavin could find no discernible patterns among the findings that 
suggested advantages or disadvantages of grouping by subject, length of time, number of 
classes for which grouping took place, geographic setting, or age level. It is important to 
note that none of the studies included in this synthesis were conducted after the early 1970s 
when "tracking" was no longer considered a legally viable practice. 

In mis synthesis Slavin also reported Effect Sizes differentially by 
achievement/ability level Twenty-one of the 29 studies had presented separate data by 
ability level, 15 of which were quantifiable. The median Effect Size for high achievers was 
+.01 , for average achievers -.08, and for low achievers, the median Effect Size was -.02. 

Slavin also located a few secondary studies which dealt with alternative grouping 
arrangements, finding that there were no differences in achievement when students are 
within-class ability grouped or cross-grade grouped at the middle/jiinior high/senior high 
school levels. No studies of regrouping for specific instruction at the secondary level were 
included in this synthesis. 

Also studied were the ethnographic and c~nelaxional studies since the early 1970s, 
comparing the achievement of high track vs. low track stuoents. In general, these studies 
have suggested that high achievers learn considerably more per year than do low achievers 
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in low tracks. Slavin argued that the inherent initial differences in ability, content 
backgrounbycourse taking, #x>tivation, and behavior cannot be adequately controlled. Two 
perceived limitations of thb synthesis as noted by Slavin included: 

...[Ajlmost an studies reviewed here used standardized tests of unknown 
relationship to what was actually taught It may be, for example that positive 
effects of ability grouping for high achievers could be missed by standardized tests 
because what these students are getting mermchroentOT higher-order skills is not 
assessed on the standardized measure or that negative etTects for low achievers 
are nrissed bcause teachers of low- track classes are hammering away at the 
minimum skills that are 

cwiteiit4AiK>te] hmitatk^ his 
possible that schools, students, or ability grouping have changed enough since the 
1960s and 1970s to make conclusions from these and older studies tenuous, 
(p. 493) 

Elementary Grouping Research. For self-contained homogeneous classes 
based on achievement, Slavin (1987) located 17 studies, finding zero Effect Size, 
indicating that assignment of elementary students to ability grouped classrooms does not 
enhance achievement There were no indications that high achievers were more likely to 
benefit from this practice or that low achievers were more likely to suffer as a result of full- 
time ability grouping. 

Slavin's analysis of the seven studies on regrouping for specific subjects (the 
practice whereby students remain in their heterogeneous classes most of the day and are 
regrouped by ackevementflpexfbrmance level within grade levels for reading anuVor math) 
Sound a gen-ral Effcct Size for reading at zero, although Venezky and WinfieW (1979) 
previously reported that "successful" schools tended to emph as ize homogeneous grouping 
for reading, and Stalling* (1978) reported that homogeneously grouped remedial reading 
programs in secondary schools resulted in significantly higher reading achievement gains. 
One well-designed study (Provus, 1960), described in Siavin's analysis, which dealt with 
regrouping for rnathenwticr., found significant Effect Sizes fd dirTrr^g performance levels 
(high achieving * +.79, average achieving * +JZl, low achieving ■ +. 15) but only when 
students were given materials appropriate to their cs^rhed level of performance. One 
study which measured the dtects of regrouping tor both mathematics and reading resulted 
in a mean Effect Size of +.43 at the end of three years; two years later, after the control 
g oup had also begun regrouping, the Effect Size of the original experimental group was 
+120, a considerable cumulative advantage of such a strategy (Morris, 1969). Thus, there 
appears to be some evidence that regrouping can be instructional^ effective at the 
elementary level if the level and pace of instruction is differentiated according to the 
achievement level of the regrouped class and if students are not regrouped, according to 
Slavin, for more than 1-2 different subjects during the school day. 

The Joplin Plan (Floyd, 1954) can be considered an extension of regrouping for 
reading, wherein regrouping takes place across grade levels. This nongraded grouping in 
subjects other than reading, it is more likely termed, "cross-grade grouping. w Slavin 
located 14 controlled studies of this grouping strategy, 13 of which involved reading. The 
mean Effect Size for reading was +.45; 10 studies reported positive outcomes and 3 
reported neutral etTects. The one study on cross-grade grouping in mathematics resulted in 
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a similar Effect Size (+.46). The general pattern of effects tended to become larger in the 
upper elementary grades. In no care did one subgroup gain in achievement at the expense 
of another. 

All eight studies of within-class ability grouping, the fourth grouping strategy 
examined fa sinvin gmthaak, involved tcacfaer-desjgnated itfffHiy 

groups witbm the classroom. One study also measured the effects of wrtbm^lass grouping 
in reading and spelling. The niean Effect Size for this strategy was +32, but for five of the 

studies which had reported differential effect* hy anility, Slavin «ma phle tn ratmltf nV 

mean Effect Sizes by ability levels as well M subgroups ajxttaredm gain: high achievers 
(ES«+.41), average achievers (ES-+.27), low achievers (ES-+.65). The only one of 
these studies that produced aberrant results was one in which the number of within class 
groups was 4, rather than 2-3 (ES» +.07). Slavin concluded that within-class grouping 
for mathematto results fa significant academic g**" 18 *»d*en the iphHw of groups is limited 
m 2-3. 

The Kuliks (1990) have mentioned what appear to be several valid concerns with 
Slavin's conclusions from this within-class ability grouping synthesis: 

... Slavin (1987, 1988) has speculated that grouping has rnaximwn positive effects 
on student achievement when (1) it is done for only one or two subjects; (2) 
students remain in mixed-ability classes r^ 

reduces h et er og e n eity in a specific skill; (4) group assignments are frequently 
reassessed; and (5) teachers vary the level and pace of instruction according to 
students needs. We investigated each of these factors in this meta-analysis, and 
we found no direct evidence that any of them were sgmficantiy related to grouping 
effects, (p. 185) 

Research Synthesis by Gamoran and Bcrends 

In their syn thesis of all survey and ethnographic research that has been conducted 
on tracking in secondary schools, Gamoran and Berends (1987) analyzed the conclusions 
of these two forms of research separately. Prom the 10 American data sets used in 16 
survey studies, the twstccflsistemefleatftra 

attainmen t: Students in argentic tracks were more likely to plan to attend and to enroll in 
college. When prior achievement was controlled for, findings about the effects of tracking 
upon achievement were mixed Among the four data sets that dealt with this particular 
question, two suggested that high track students had achievement advantages (Kerckhoff, 
1986; Gamoran, 1987) and two suggested small, insignificant differences in achievement 
by track (Project Talent, ETS). Track aifferences were greatest in njathematics and 
science, which was accounted for by differential course taking, hot similar mediating 
effects were not found for reading, vocabulary, writing or civics achievement. Gamoran 
arid Iterendsc oiica io^ that tte 
measurement of withfa-scho^ 

mechanisms through which the effects of tracking occur. Merely noting mat there ares 
students per track in a school, who have taken a courses and have a test scores and have x 
college plans, does not help educators to understand what might be inherent instructional 
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process differences, classroom interaction differences, or student-teacher interaction 
differences which might lead to more or less achievement, self-esteem, or attitude toward 
school. As HalHnan (1990) noted: 

Careful systematic research is currently underway by several social scientists 
examimng the interaction between the o 

the instructional process as it affects student opportunities to learn and academic 
achievement This research promises to be far more 
complex issues related to the effectiveness and equity of ability grouping than 
previous studies that were limited in conceptualization, scope and methodology, 
(pp. 503-504) 

Gamoran and Berends' synthesis of ethnographic research on tracking documented 
some focus on instructional effectiveness differences and equity issues. Several 
observational studies were cited that have noted that instruction is conceptually simplified 
and proceeds mere slowly in lower tracks, and that slow pacing may be used as a means 
tor maintaining order. The researchers were also able to produce some ethnographic 
evidence that the more experienced and more successful teachers are disproportionately 
assigned to the higher tracks, and that teachers in higher track classes have been observed 
to be more enthusiastic about their teaching, put more time and energy into preparation, 
vary their methods of presentation more and use more constructive criticism than teachers 
in lower track classes. Gamoran and Berends concluded that the ethnographic reseirch 
was consistent in these observed characteristics, but, they noted, this research has failed to 
substantiate that there is a significant difference in instructional quality between tracks. 

Research Synthesis by Vaughan 

Vaughan's (1990) meta-analysis on gifted pull-out programs located nine controlled 
studies reporting achievement outcomes (n=3, ES=+.65), critical thinking differences 
(n=3, ES=+.44), creative thinking assessments (n-2, ES=+.32), and self-concept effects 
(n=4, ES=+.l 1). These results tend to concur with the Kuliks' findings for within class 
programs for gifted students. 

The very positive Effect Sizes reported in Vaughan's research synthesis illustrate 
one of the measurement issues in this research. When measures are selected to reflect what 
has been offered in die treatment condition (eg., a test of academic achievement when die 
pullout prog ram has focused on extensions of the regular curriculum or a test of critical 
thinking when the pullout program has taught critical thinking skills), Effect Sizes are 
significant and positive. It is possible that the small Effect Sizes reported in previous 
syntheses may be due to the lack of validity in instrument selection. What students are 
actually taught in their ability-grouped classes may not have been directly measured in 
previous research. 

Cooperative Learning Research 

Three formal research syntheses have been conducted on academic and 
roriacaderxric effects of mixed-ability cooperative learning for academic instrucion 
(Johnson, Johnson, & Maruyaua, 1983; Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, & Skon, 
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1981; Slavin, 1990). Additionally, Slavin (1990) has provided a "box scene" of the 
research studies on die nonacademic outcomes of cooperative learning. 



Research Synthesis by Johnson, Johnson, and Maruyama 

Johnson, Johnson, and Maruyama (1983) analyzed the research on the cooperative 
learning effects of physical proximity and interaction on the social relationships of 
ethnically diverse students, handicapped students, and ethnically similar and 
nonhandkapped students. Ninety-eight studies, conducted between 1944-1984 yielded 
2S1 reported outcomes. The researchers concluded that cooperation without intergroup 

Competition p wwwnted gn»afw jnterpgrsnnal attracrinn among *H g"""!^ of fftfflffffly 

than did intcipcisoual cornpraitTon (Lc, each student competes against die rest of the class 
members), working independently, or cooperation with intergroup competition (Le., one 
cooperative group co mp e t es against other cooperative groups in die classroom). 

In their meta-analysis of the 31 studies that compared the relative effects of 
cooperative vs. indiviriiialistic treatments on majority and minority students, the mean 
Effect Sizes of cross-conic attitudes suggested thmcooperatrveleamm^ 
substantially more positive cross-ethnic attitudes than do competitive practices (ES « +.54) 
or than individualistic practices (ES= +.68). 

Twenty-six studies compared the effects of cooperative vs. competitive and 
cooperative vs. iridividualistic treatments on attitudes toward handicapped students. Effect 
Sizes of +.86 (vs. competitive) and +.96 (vs. individualistic) indicated mat cooperative 
learning tends to produce significantly more positive attitudes toward handicapped students 
than do competitive or individualistic practices in the classroom 

The researchers located 48 studies which compared the effects of cooperative vs. 
competitive and cooperative vs. individualistic treatments in homogeneous subject 
populations (eftnic/handkap status) on the variable of interpersonal attraction. The Effect 
Sizes of +1.05 (vs. competitive) and +128 (vs. individualistic), were reported, indicating 
that cooperative learning tends to produce significantly m^ier interpersonal attraction 
(mutual liking and respect) among majority and nonhandicapped students man do 
competitive or individualistic instructional practices. 

In analyzing the possible moderating variables that may influence mterpersonal 
relations h i p s, the researchers concluded that cooperation without competition promoted 
greater interpersonal attraction meler^ 

students, and cooperation with iiitergroup competition promotes greater imerperaonal 
attraction among older students in general. Subject area differences were also found* 
Greater interpersonal attraction was produced for gftnpftratiwg practice in mqthfnrtatfrs t 
psychology, and physical education than for language arts, science, and social studies. 



Research Synthesis by Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, and Skon 

In their meta-analysis (1981) of 122 studies comparing the relative academic effects 
of cooperation without competition, cooperation with intergroup competition, interpersonal 
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competition, and indrvidual^ 

researchers concluded tuu both forms of cooperative kammg were ssrper^ 

effxts to interpersonal comr^^ In their analysis aaoss Ac body 

of studies, the researchers reported a zero Effect Size for academf- effects when the two 

forms of cooperative learning were eon^ated,anEfl^Sizeof ^.78 wheiicocfen^ 

practices were compared to individualistic practices, and m 

cooperative teaming and competitive piacticeswereconqiared. 

These authors also attempted to analyze the moderating influences of other variables 
upon academic achievement, small negative relationships were noted between grade level 
and achievements cooperative vs. c^ 

d * -.07), suggesting that somewhat higher achievement will be found in younger grades 
for cooperative prices. There wot no differences lunongp 
area adikvement, bat very small differences favoring competitive and individualistic 
practices for k>w level tasks (such as rote decoding or correcting) were found. No 
differences in practice appeared to affect othe task types (such as concept attainment, 
problem solving, categorization; memory, motor skill development, predictions, etc.). 
Lengm of treatment was found to affect reported outcomes, favoring cooperative learning 
when the shortest time spans were studied. 

Research Synthesis by Robert Slavin 

In a best-evidence synthesis of the research on cooperative teaming conducted in 
1990, Slavin set inclusion criteria mat appear to have eliminated a large number of the 
studies conducted on these practices. His criteria were: (1) experimental and control 
groups bemg compared had to be studying tte 
comparison groiros had to be estabh^ 

at least 20 hours (4 weeks) long; and (4) achievement measures used in the studies had to 
assess objectives taught to both the experimental and control groups. These inclusion 
criteria appear to be important ones in consideration of research evidence. 

Using these criteria, however, only 68 studies qualified for synthesis Across this 
body of studies, representing nine ferns of cooperative teaming, the median Effect Size for 
achievement was +.21. Slaving four cooperative methods had an overall Effect Size for 
achievement of +.30, with Teanos-Ganres-Tournaments (TOT) being die form of 
cooperative teaming with the highest effect (+.38), followed by Student Team 
Achievement Divisions (STAD)at +.27. No other forms of cooperative learning showed 
more than even small effects for achievement: Johnson's "Learning Together" (0), Jigsaw 
(+.04), Group Investigation (+.12), other forms (+.06). None of the studies synthesized 
reported effects of cooperative teaming on differing levels of ability. 

Slavin used a vote counting or "box scare" method for synthesizing the research on 
gmaouternic effects of cooperative (a) promotes 

cross-racial friendships (20 studies, 19 positive); (b) encourages acceptance of 
rnainstreamed acactemically handicapped students (24 studies, 24 positive); (c) encourages 
oo-task behavior in emotionally disturbed students in self-coniaincd classro om s (2 studies); 
(d) enhances self-esteem (15 studies, 1 1 positive); (e) improves rnoacadernic peer norms 
(1 1 studies, 7 positive); (f) influences internal locus of control (8 studies); (g) increases 
time on-task and behavior (10 studies, 8 positive); (h) improves liking of class or school 
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(26 studies, !4 positive, 11 iw diffe i ra ^l improves for tome gtfanic minorities tea noi 
others); 0) increases liking of classmates aoVbrteeimg liked !r/classm^ 
rositivc, 5 iio difference); and Q) improves cooperation, altruism, and perspectivc-iaking 
(10 studies, 9 positive). None of the studies reported separate effects far high ability or 
gifted learners, It should be noted that many of the stuo^ referenced for these 
nonacadennc outcomes were w« ioOuded as T>est evidence" m to 
outcomes. In summary , Slavin concluded: 

... [Qooperative learning has been shown in a wid- variety of studies to positively 
influence a host of important noncogninve variables. Although not every study has 
roradrjositive effects mev^ 

cooperative learning on student setf^steeiri, peer support fcrachievenient, integral 
locus of control, time on-task, Hldng of class and of classmates, cooperanveness, 
and other variables are positive and robust (p. 53) 

Research On Acceleration 

Research Synthesis by James Kulik and Chen-Lin Kulik 

In 1984, Kulik and Kulik conducted a rneta-analysis of research since 1920 on 
acceleration. They attempted to srtsw^tte 

(1) What are the effects of acceleration?, (2)I>>theefrectsvaryasanirj(^of the 
rnethod^togkal reatm» 

different effects on different students?; and (4) Do dntercm approaches to acceleration have 
different effects for Different types of instructional outcomes? Three criteria were required 
for inclusion in the analysis: (1) a quantitative report of the results; (2) a comparison of an 
accelerated group of students with a nonaccelerated control group; and (3) a match in 
aptitude between the accelerated and nonaccdenued groups. 

The KoHks located 21 reports of research, containing 26 different studies; thirteen 
used a same-age control and 13 used an older-aged control group. Each set of studies was 
analyzed separately, In afl 13 studies with the tame age co^ 
achievement for the accelerated group, with 9 of these studies yielding statistically 
significant drtnmmces. The mean Effect Sire was +.88. When accelerants were compared 
to older students, accelerants scored significantly higher in two studies and higher, 
although not significantly on three others. In the rema in ing eight studies achievement for 
the control students was greater, in two cases, the differences were significant The mean 
Effect Size across the 13 studies was +.05, and tlie KuHks eroded dim accderated 
students do not differ in achievemmt from their 

Omer outcome measures were also subjected to meta-analysis with no substantial 
advantage or disadvantage for accelerat i on : (1) attitude toward sciwd (ES ^.07 across 4 
studies); (2) attitude toward subject (ES »+.02on 4 studies); (3) effects on vocational plans 
(ES «+. 17, 6 studies); (4) partirirjanon in school activities (ES - -. 13. 3 studies); (5) 
Popularity (ES «+.03, 5 studies); (6) adjustment (ES -.03, 3 studies); and (7) teacher- 
rated character judgments (ES--.25, 3 studies). 

The primary value of the Kuliks' analysis may be me results n provides for the 

general practire of acceleration. Three types of acceleration (all allowed the student to 
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progress more rapidly through the general curriculum, e.g., grade skipping were clustered 
into "curriculum compression" fn-^la) or "other" (n~8). Thus, the effects of grade 
s kipping or of mbject acceleration were not separately calculated. Some concern might be 
raised about the Kuliks' conclusions that study features were not related to outcomes: The 
test of homogeneity used may not have been sensitive enough to deteiiuiue that different 
instructional practices of acceleration had been combined. The strength of this research 
synthesis was its clarity in procedural description and study results, fa general the Kuliks 
established that gifted students who accelerated into higher grades performed as well as the 
talented, older students already in those grades. Students who were accelerated showed 
almost a year's advancement over g i fte d , same age non accelerates. 

Research Synthesis by Rogers 

In 1991, Rogers conducted a best-evidence synthesis to objectively, systematically 
and quantitatively describe the content of the research on 12 acceleranve programming 
options for gifted students. The 12 forms analyzed included: 

1. Early Entrance to School - the practice of allowing selected gifted 
children, showing readiness to perform schoolwork, to enter kindergarten or 
first grade one to two years earlier thpu the usual beginning age; 

2. Grade Skipping - the double promotion of a learner such that he/she 
bypasses one or more grade levels; 

3. Nongraded Classrooms - the practice of placing learners in a classroom 
undifferentiated by grade levels, allowing students to work through the 
cunicular materials at a pace appropriate to individual ability and motivational 
level; 

4. Curriculum Compression/Compacting - the practice of tailoring the 
regular curriculum of any or all subjects to the specific gaps, deficiencies and 
strengths of an individual student, allowing the learner to "test out" or bypass 
previously learned skills and/or content and focusing only on mastery of 
deficient areas, thus moving more rapidly through the curriculum offered in 
mc educ ation al setting; 

5. Grade Telescoping - a student's progress through junior high or high 
school is reorganized to shorten the time of progression by one year; also 
known as "rapid progression"; 

6. Concurrent Enrollment - the practice of allowing a student to attend 
classes in more than one building level during the same school year t e.g., a 
junior high student attends high school for pan of the school day and the 
junior high classes for the remainder, 

7. Subject Acceleration - the practice of allowing an individual student to 
bypass the usual progression of skills and content mastery in one subject 
where great advancement or proficiency has been observed white progressing 
at the regular pace through the remaining subject areas; 
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8. Advanced Placement - the provision of courses with advanced or 
acce len ite d content, usually at the secondary school level, which affords the 
student an opportunity to take a national stsiidaidized test in enter to be given 
credit for completion of college-level co m se w uk; 

9. Mayorships- the placement of a student with a sobject matter expert or 
professional for die purpose of advancing a specific interest or proficiency, 
which cannot be provided within the tegular education setting; 

10. Credit by Examination - the provision of testing programs whereby the 
student, after successful completion of a test, will be offered a specified 
number of college credits upon entrance to college; 

11. Early Admission to College - the practice of peroaitting a student to enter 
college as a fuD-time student without ccc^jletion of a high school diploma; 
and, 

12. Combined Accelerative Options - the provision of two or more forms of 
accelerative options during the student's K-12 progression. 

Of these 12 options, 6 have been implemented to some extent as small group 
strategies for acceleration: Nongraded Qassroom, Curriculum 
Compression/Compacting, Grade Telescoping, Subject Acceleration, 
Advanced Placement, and Early Admission to College. It is these forms that will 
be reported in this paper. The reported outcomes for each form of acceleration were 
categorized as Academic [including subject achievement, grade equivalence, grade point 
average and attitude toward teaming, iepresenting 63% of die outoomes reported^ 
Socialization [including social development, peer foteraction, leadership activities, 
eAUumiicularpartic^atkm, and social adjustment, representing 22% ctf the reported 
outcomes], and Psychological Adjustment [including self-confidence, confidence, 
emotional development, emotional health, creativity, risk-taking, and independence, 
representing 15% of die outcomes]. 

For the 11 studies on Nongraded Classroom, ES (Academic) * +38, ES 
(Socialization) * +.02, and ES (Psychological Adjustment) * +.11, suggesting a 
significant academic effect of mmgraded classrooms for giftri 
posaoVe effects of this practice on tbOT 

Analysis of the eight Curriculum expression/Compacting studies produced a 
substantial Effect Size for aarfemfc outcomes only: ES « +.45. None of me studies of 
this programming option bad sdoresseddthtr social cipsycbc4ogk^ is^ The Grade 
Telescoping studies (n-23) reported ES (Academic) - +.56, ES (Socialization) » 
+.22, and fiS (Psychological Adjustment) ■ -.06, suggesting that academic 
achievement, when students are allowed to complete three years' junior high curriculum in 
two years or four years' high school curriculum in three years, is substantial A small 
improvement in socialization may also occur with this practice, and there is a trivial, 
negative effect on self-concept 
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Analysis of studies of Subject Acceleration (n«24 studies) resulted in reported 
Effect Sizes for ES (Academic) ■ +.49 and ES (Psychological Adjustment) - -.16. 
ino sooanzanon outcomes were teporteo across tms rcsearcn oooy. ine snxues suggest 
that there is a substernal academic gato when stedents are aDo?^ 
a sp e cific subject area* but this may be accompanied by a small* negative effect on self- 
concept The 22 studies of Advanced Placement resulted in ES (Academic) » +.29, 
ES (Socialization) « +.24, and ES (Psycbological Adjnstment) - +.07, suggesting 
mat there is a moderate academic and socialization gain but only a trivial improvement in 
self-concept This set of results was somewhat surprising, considering the strong evidence 
of significam academic gam for ability giouped classes, which Advanced Placement 
might be considered a variation of practice. It is possible that me general measures used 
did not reflect the actual teaming that look place to Advanced P lac eme n 
leading to only a moderate difference to academic achievement and serialisation 

The 29 studies of Early Admission to College were included in this synthesis 
also because almost every study reported on large groups of students who participated in 
this option of allowing students to slap their last year of high school to enter college early. 
A similar pattern to other forms of acceleration was reported- ES (Academic) « +.44, ES 
(Socialization) * -.06, and ES (Psychological Adjustment) = +.16, suggesting that 
the academic gains of this practice are considerable, but the slightly negative socialization 
and small positive gain in self-concept are insignificant 

The researcher concluded that for the academic outc o mes of most forms of 
acceleration-based grouping, the picture was fairly clear, but for socialization and 
psychological outcomes, much still needs to be learned. Rogers (1991) suggested that 
there appears to be a paradox in these findings: Acceleration is often rejected by 
practitioners on socialization or psychological grounds, when in tact such outcomes have 
been scantfly researched. It would appear that this synthesis laid to rest two major 
rmsconcepuons about acceleration. The first misconception has been that "acceleration is 
acceleration," that is, all forms of acceleration are basically the same. As Rogers' study 
showed, each of the accelerative options had a very different pattern of outcomes for gifted 
learners. Hence, individual decisions about accelerating must continue to be the norm, 
although more attention may be placed on rnatcbing the child to certain forms of 
acceleration, depending upon his/her learning, social, and psychological characteristics and 
needs. The second misconception has been that acceleration may have negative 
consequences for gifted learners. In fact, the synthesis suggested mat there were minimal 
social and emotional effects for the rmjority of accelerative options. 

Summary 

Just about 30 years ago, the issues surrounding ability grouping of the gifted 
underwent a debate similar to the one experienced in the late 1980s. In 1962 A. Harry 
Passow wrote • classic article for Educational Forum* entitled The Maze of the Research 
on Ability Grouping." The maze Passow described has not been greatly transformed nor 
has it disappeared since mat time, but has, instead, become even more complex. Passow 
listed eight difficulties which educators were conf r ont ed with in their attempts to generalize 
from the research on grouping: 
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1. State vary extensively in their scope and pe ^sc Some describe 
immediate inner than long-term effects, some u. scribe effects on an 
mdrvidual learner while others took at general effects inm students in a 
district or state, most focused on math or reading outcomes alone, and very 
few assessed grouping effects oa personal growth or social development 

2. There is great variety in uj£ sample sizes and number of comparative groups 
involved from study to study Depending upon the study design, samples 
have ranged from 6 to over 2,000. 



3. Duration of the grouping treatment varies considerably. The studies have 
rangeo irom ifnrnefliaie assessiuent oi a ooe-uiue trearrnffnt to retrospective 
studies of effects of the treatment after students have left the K- 12 school 
sy stem. 

4. Variation exists in study design and in sample selection. Rarely have studies 
been conducted in which random assignment to treatment and control was 
possible, nor have the criteria for designation as "gifted" always been dearly 
defined and operational! zed ; in cases where the definitions were clear, the 
usual criterion has been the single score produced on an 'uteHigence test, 
highly debatable as the best means for identifying gifieduess. 



5. Inadequate attention to what occurs when students are ability giuuped for 
instruction. Few studies have documented actual difrerences in instructional 
process and in materials. 

6. Variation in teacher deployment is evident within this body of studies. In 
some cases the same instructors were used for treatniemaiid control situations 
but in most cases, no attempts were matte to eqiiate teachers based ra their 
skills, knowledge, personal characteristics, and backgrounds. 

7. Difrerences in how effects were measured contributes to the confusion on 
actual outcomes of grouping. Although this is less of a problem today with 
the advent of meta-analytical statistical procedures, a is difficuh to 

which measure - a self-rating scale, an observational checklist, a tee cher-made 
test, a performance-based assessment, a portfolio, or a standardized 
achievement test provides the clearest assessment of academic outcomes. 

8. Few studies have evaluated the effects of grouping on teachers and school 
administrators. There is link decumentation other than superficial survey 
research that grouping reaty 



While we have acquired a much larger base and can use its quantitative results to 
average across wriptiQffs fa sample fjfflp, study ^fff*gn, criterion mffSMiiff^ , and 
duration using the metric of IHrect Size, much of what Passow desert 
in gc n fl r a li ri ng from this research still holds true today. Even so, it is very clear that the 
acadenac^focts of a variety of long and ^ 

of enrichment and acceleration at* ■ .>.?,._.;«ciy beneficial far «™femg at* M*a ^wi^ itiy 
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or intellectually gifted or talented There is bq body of evidence that "the research says" 
otherwise! 

In this section, the general conclusions of the 13 major research synthesis on ability 
grouping, cooperative learning, and acceleration have been presented Two figures folio* 
which visually summarize the syntheses-supported outcomes. Appendix A lists the general 
conclusions and evaluates the weaknesses of the 13 research syntheses, and Appendix B 
matches research synthesis-supported conclusions to the concerns and assumptions 
discussed in Section Two. 
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SECTION FOU R; GU IDELINES FOR SERVING THE NEEDS 
OF GIFTED AND TALENTED STUDENTS 



The following guidelines are listed, based upon the valid conclusions of the 13 
research syntheses evaluated in Section Three. Each guideline will be stated in simple 
language, followed by a short discussion of its research-supported rationale. In effect* die 
guidelines are listed in research-supported priority. 

GUIDELINE ONE: Students who are academically or Intellectually 
gifted and talented should spend the majority of their school day with 
others of similar abilities and interests. 

Discussion: As the four research syntheses of James and Chen-Lin Kulik showed 
(1982,1984, 1985, 1990), there is a marked academe 

areas, as well as a moderate increase in attitude toward the subjects in which these students 
are grouped, when the grouping is full-time in differentiated programs (ES«+ 33, +.27, 
respectively). What form this grouping may take is open: both general tntrilectual ability 
grooving (eg., School Within a School, Gifted Magnet School, etc.) and grouping for 
specuUacadcnncahinTyCMa A 
concern must be raised mat the development of such programs, if not established with open 
communication about the purposes of the program, may he construed as "elitist. w 
Sensitivity to public concerns about equity and canal access to Quality fd<tra!«op is critical 

wwnswam w ^W^W f^mw ^a^^ay^aymimg^ar ^sr^an*wei^r^as^Bi-e9e^sp wanirw^nw wi^iP»HJ J^m^a^par wrwwaw ^sa^Br^BP"^s"^B^BBr ^^as» ^am^aa^n^B^aar^^w ^s*^ps^B»^B*^^s^B^w^Br^" ^a^w^^^^^^^^ 

to the development of such program options. Also of concern is the difficulty such an 
option presents in vary small schools or districts without a large enough number of 
students or resources to support a full-time homogeneously grouped program. 

GUIDELINE TWO: Schools that cannot support a full-time gifted 
program (whether demographlcally, economically, or philosophically), the 
cluster grouping of approximately one-third of a class load of students 
either intellectually gifted or gttled In a similar academic domain (or 
domains) will suffice. The classroom "duster" teacher needs to be 
sufficiently trained, given preparation time, and willing to devote a 
proportionate amount of classroom time to the direct provision of learning 
experiences for the cluster group. 

Discussion: As the Kufiks were able to establish in their 1990 synthesis, the mean 
Effect Size for within-class grouping of the gifted is +.62, a sizeable academic achievement 
gam across aU academic areas. This guideline was not listed first in importance due to the 
comparatively small number of research studies to support this practice (n-4). his 
estimated that with a comparative sample of 25 studies, as was found with separate gifted 
programs, a substantial Effect Size compa r a bl e m the full-time special program Effect Slac 
(+33) would be more characteristic Such an option cannot be only partially irrrplemented: 
if the duster" teacher is not motivated or trained to work with gifted and talented students, 
or if the remainder of the class is comprised of extremely demanding or difficult students, 
or if the "cluster" curriculum is not armropriately differentiated, then the academic results 
will be lackluster. 
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GUIDELINE THREE: In the absence of full-time gifted program 
enrollment, gifted and talented students might be offered specific group 
instruction across grade levels, according to their individual knowledge 
acquisition in school subjects, either in conjunction with duster grouping 
or in its stead. 

Discussion: Slavin's synthesis, although it did notinclude gifted and talented 
xeseaich studies specifically, produced Effect Sizes large enough for the 'Joplin Han" in 
leading (ES»+.45, across 13 studies) to suggest that such outcomes might be expected of 
bright students in subjects beyond reading when placed in cross-graded situations. The 
KuUks, however, reported a smaller Effect Size (ES-+.23, across 16 studies). Full-time 
"cross-grading" might also be considered Nongraded Classroom experiences, which for 
the gifted have been found to produce a mean academic Effect Size of +38 (Rogers, 
1991). Putting these three sets of fmdmgs 
this form of educational provision for the gifted. 

GUIDELINE FOUR: Students who are gifted and talented should be 
given experiences involving a variety of appropriate acceleration-based 
options, which may be offered to gifted students as a group or on an 
individual basis. 

Discussion: As the KuHks pointed out in their meta-analysis that combined several 
forms of acceleration, gifted accelerates showed an achievement gain of ES = +.88 over 
their gifted nonaccelerate controls and a trivial gain (ES « +.05) over their gifted older-aged 
controls. Rogers found substantial academic gains for 5 of the 6 fonns of acceleration 
which may be implemented as small group strategies: Nongraded Classrooms (ES » 
+.28), Curriculum Compaction (ES ■ +.45), Grade Tdescoping (ES = +.56), Subject 
Acceleration (ES ■ +.49), and Early Admission to College (ES «= +.44). The sixth option, 
Advanced Placement, was close to a substantial academic gain at ES * +.29. 

GUIDELINE FIVE: Students who are gifted and talented should be 
given experiences which involve various forms of enrichment that extend 
the regular school curriculum, leading to the more complete development of 
concepts, principles, and generalizations. This enrichment could be 
provided within the classroom through numerous curriculum delivery 
models currently used in the field, or in the form of enrichment pullout 
programs. 

Discussion: Vaughan's meta-analysis of studies involving enrichment pullout 
programs snowed substantial ac ad em i c gains, ranging from +.32 to +.65 in the specific 
areas for which experiences were provided in the pullout program. The opportunities 
offered in such programs can be effectively delivered within the classroom, as well as 
through the variety of enrichment models mat have been developed in the past two decades. 

GUIDELINE SIX: Mixed-ability Cooperative Learning should be 
used sparingly, perhaps only for social skills development programs. 

Discussion: Robinson's (1990) exhaustive search of the literature was unable to 
uncover any well-designed research to substantiate academic achievement gains for gifted 
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learners when placed in cooperative settings with students of mixed ability. Slaving 
concern about the ^obm Hood Effe^ 

learners must take precedence until a solid body of research has been established to: (1) 
counteract Slavin's concern; and (2) provide evidence that homogeneous cooperative 
groups produce more academic effect than heterogeneous cooperative groups or than 
homogeneous ability groups using a variety of learning mcdes (individuntistic, small group 
competitive, etc). 
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Appendix A Mete-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues 

lesions Drawn 



Criteria 



Number oT 
Studies 



Weaknesses in Synthesis 



GROUPING FOR ENRICHMENT 



KuHk&KuKk(1982) 
"Effects of Ability 
Grouping on Secondary 
School Students: A 
Meta- Analysis of 
Evaluation Findings" 



1. Quantitative results 

2. IteatDKO^Cbntroi 
studies only 

3. Initial equivalence of 
ocannarauves 

CStflPlPIlCO 

4. Subjects taught to all 
comparative groups 
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For Secondary Si 



1. 

2. 



3. 



4. 



Oencrsl benefits of 
"tracking" small, positive 
Achievement tf high ability 
students significant when 
ability grouped 
Grouped students, all ability 
levels, significantly 1 more 
positive about subjects 
studied 

No effect of "tracking" on 
self-concent or attitude 



1. Combined between class 
and within class studies as 
one practice 

2. Inflated means ES across all 
abUny levels by integrating 
gifted studies with muM- 
track studies 

3. NO treatment duration 
control (5-37 + weeks) 



toward 



Gamoran & Bcrends 1. 
(1987) 

The Effects of 
Stratification in 2. 
Secondary Schools: 
Synthesis of Survey and 
Ethnographic Research" 



Surveyor 25 

ethnographic studies survey (10 

only data sets) 

Quantitative or +44 

qualitative data ethnographic 



For Secondare St 

1. Students in academic (high) 
tracks more likely to plan on 
and enroll in college 

2. In survey research, course 
enrollment not tracking 
accounts for differences in 
achievement 



1. Method of study selection 
not described: not all 
possible studies may be 
Included 

2* Consideration of controlled 
studies in addition to survey 
find ethnographic studies 
would have clarified the 
issues better 
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Appendli A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues 
Research Synthesis 



Tnc 
Oitcria 



Number of 
Studies 



lustons Drawn" 



Weaknesses in Synthesis 



Gamoran & Bercnds 
(1987) 

"The Effects of 
Stratification in 
Secondary Schools: 
Synthesis of Survey and 
Ethnographic Research" 
(Continued) 



3. In survey research, tracking 
has tittle overall effect on 
achievement or attitudes: 
effects not adequately 
measured 

4. In ethnographic research, 
documented differences in 
instructional quality but with 
no rneaningful substantiation 
of significant differences 
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Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 1 3 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues 
KcSCAfCIl &yntnesis 



Giteria 



Number or 
Studies 



uskmsDra 



wn 



Weaknesses In Synthesis 



Shwin (1990) 
Acnievcment uticcts 01 
AbiHty Grouping in 
Secondary Schools: A 
Bcst~ Evidence 
Synthesis 1 * 



l, i reauuen vooutroi 

studies only 
2* Standaidfood 

achievement mute 

only 

3. Initial equivalence of 
comparatives 
established 

4. Treatment at feast 1 
semester's duration 

5* At feast 3 treatment 
vs. 3 control 
teachers 
(classrooms) 

6. No studies of special 
classes or low 
achievers: multi- 
track studies only 



29 ForSwonteySagtoi l. 

1. N o differences in 
achievement between 
tracked sod nontacfaed 
students 

2. No differences in 
achievement when students 
cross-graded or not, or 2, 
when within-class grouped 3. 
or not 



Attributes no differences in 
acntevement to effects 01 
tracking, but attributes 
significantly effects of 
grouping cf «^ed and low 
achiever* to context 
(teacher, materials, etc.) 
Majority of studies are dated 
atanoannzea tests may not 
have reflected what was 
actually taught 



KuHk&Kulik(1984) 
"Effects of Ability 
Grouping on Elementary 
School Pupils: AMeta- 
Analysis" 



1. 

2. 

3. 



4. 



Quantitative results 
lreatmem control 
studies only 
Initial equivalence of 
comparatives 
established 
subjects utugnt to 
all comparative 
groups 



31 FprKemmtaiy Stod ^ia; 
1* General benefits of 
"tracking* null, positive 

2. Achievemem of high ability 
students in gifted programs 
was significant; in multi- 
track programs high ability 
achievement small, positive 

3. Grouped students, all ability 
levels, was small, negative 



1. Combined between class 
and within-class studies as 
one practice 

2. No treatment duration 
control (16-108 weeks) 



Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses oti Grouping Issues 
Research Synthesis 



nTQllWMFisWS 



Criteria 



Number of Conclusions Drawn 
Studies 



Weaknesses in Synthesis 



Slavin (1987) 
"Ability Grouping and 
Student Achievement in 
Elementary Schools: A 
Best-Evidence Synthesis" 



44 

(14 

"tracking" 
7 

^trouping" 



1. lieauiienvconiroi 
studies only 

2. Sumdsniizcd 
achievement results 
tmfy 

3. Initial cqiri valence erf lS^Joplin^ 
compantives 8 "within- 
estaMisbed class 1 *) 

4. Treatment at feast 1 
semester 

5. 3 treatment vs. 3 
control teachers 
(classrooms) 

6. No studies of gifted 
or low achievers; 
multi-track studies 
only 



For Elementary St 
1. No differences in 
achievement between 
tracked and nontracked 
students 



2. 



3. 



4. 



Significant achievement 
effects for cross-grade 
grouping in reading 
Significant achievement 
effects for within-class 
grouping for math 
inconclusive results on 
effects of regrouping for 
specific subjects 



1. Unequd attribution: 
Attributes no differences in 
achievement to effects of 
tracking but attributes 
significant effects of 
grouping of gifted and 
special ed students to 
context in group (teacher, 
curriculum materials) 

2. Majority of studies are dated 

3. Standardized tests may not 
have reflected what was 
actually taught 
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Appendix A Meta-Evaluatk» of 13 Research Syntheses or 
syndesis 



Criteria 



dumber of 
Studies 



Conclusions Drawn 



KuHk&Kulik(1985) 
"Effects of Inter- ,!ass 
Ability Grouping on 
Achievement and Self- 
Esteem" 



1. "Tracking" studio 
only 

2. Quantitative results 
. licauneuvujuuui 

studies only 

4. Initial equivalence of 
comparatives 
established 

5. Subjects "taught" to 
aD comparative 
groups 



85 

(40 

elementary 
45 

secondary) 



1. No treatment duration 
control (5-108 Weeks) 
1. General benefits of tracking 2. No size of stud)' control 
smaH, positive in multi-track 



2. General achievement effects 
in honors programs 
significant, substantial 

3. Small, positive difference* 
in achievement in remedial 
programs 

4. Small, negative effects on 
self-esteem of higher and 
average ability and CTiall, 
positive self-esteem effect 
tor low ability in multi-track 
studies 

5. No differences in self- 
esteem for honors programs 

6. Small, positive effects on 
self-esteem in remedial 
programs 
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Appendix A Mcta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues 

Research Synthesis Inclusion/Exclusion Number of Conclusions Drawn Weaknesses in Synthesis 
Criteria Studies 



Kulik & Kulik (1990) 1. Inter-Class studies 49multi- For Elementary/ 1. No treatment duration 

"Ability Grouping and only track studies Secondary Students: control (9 weeks - 4 years) 

Gifted Students" 2. Quantitative results 15 within- 1. General benefits of ability 2. No size of study weighting 

3. Treatment/control class studies grouping in multi-track or control 
studies only 25 gifted studies was small, positive 

4. Initial equivalence of program with high achievers having 
co m p ara tives studies significantly higher 

5. Subjects "taught" to 4 within- achievenxnt effect than 
aU comparative class gifted other groups 

groups program 2. Self-esteem effects in multi- 

studies track studies were small, 

16 cross- negative, with tow achievers 

graded having significant, only 

studies positive effect 

3. Moderate, positive effect on 
attitude toward subject in 
multi-track studies 

4. Small, positive effect on 
attitude toward school in 
multi-track studies 

5. Moderate, positive effect on 
achievement in within-class 
multi-track studies 
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Appendix A Mem-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues 
Research Synthesis 



Oiterit 



uston 



Number of Co Delusions Prawn 
Studies 



Weaknesses in Synthesis 



Kulik&KuMk(1990) 
"Ability Grouping and 
Gifted Students'* 
(Continued) 



For Elementary/ 



6. Moderate, positive effect on 
achievement in cross-grade 
soup multi-track studies 

7. Lara^ positive achievement 
in gifted/honors studies 

8. No difference in self- 
esteem in gmea/nonors 
studies 

9. No difference in attitude 
toward subject in 
gifted/honors studies 

10. Large, positive effect on 
attitude toward school in 
gifted/honors studies 

11. Within-class "duster* 
grouping has very large, 
positive achievement effects 
in gifted studies 
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Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues 

Research Synthesis Inclusion/Exclusion Number of Conclusions Drawn 
Criteria Studies 



Vaughan (1990) 1. Treatrnenttojmrol 9 

"Meta- Analysis of Pull- studies only 
out Programs in Gifted 2. Gifted students in 
Education" c ompa r a tive groups; 

estimation of initial 

equivalence 
3. Students spent 

majority of time in 

regular classroom 



Weaknesses in Synthesis 



For Elementary/ l. Too few studies included 

Secondary Students: 2. No explication for outcomes 

1. Large, positive achievement measured: Were they 
effects for gifted students in indicative of what occurred 
pull-out programs in program? 

2. Large, positive critical 
thinking effects for pull-out 
programs 

3. Moderate, positive creativity 
effects for pull-out programs 

4. Small, positive self-ccncept 
effects for pull-out programs 



65 



Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 1 3 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues 
Research Synthesis Inclusion/Exclusion Number of Conclusions Drawn 



Inclusion/Exclusion 
Criteria 



Number of 
Studies 



Weaknesses in Synthesis 



GROUPINO FOR COOPERATION 



Johnson, Johnson* & 
Maruyama (1984) 

httap e noM i Attraction 
among Heterogeneous 
and Ho m oge ne o u s 
Individuals: A 
Theoretical Formulation 
and a Meta-Analysis of 
me Research" 



irennB»vvOmroi 
studies included at 

^r^^^^^^^^r^r japar^^ariw vamaar^sr^Bap fapw 

least 2 of 3 goal 

structures: 

cooperative, 

competitive, 

individualistic 

2. No exclusion due to 
poor methodology or 
quality 

3. North American 
studies only 



98 

(31 ethnic, 26 
handicapped, 
48 



populations) 



ForHementHryj 
SecondarvSt 

1. Cooperation produced 
significantly large, poskre 
gains in cross-emnic 
attitudes 

2. Cooperation produced 
significantly large, positive 
attitudes toward 
handicapped students 

3. Cooperation produced 
significantly large, positive 
interpersonal attraction 
ratings among hemogeneous 



1. No control over treatment 
duration, sample size, 

. methodology, or quality 

2. Initial equivalence of 
comparative coups not 
always established 

3. Equal access to content . >e 
taught/assessed not always 
available to comparative 
groups 

4. Many locally developed 
measures used with lack of 
validity, reliability 

5. Majority of studies were 
Johnsons' own work 

6. Individualistic groups not 
riven same opportunity to 
interact but compared on 
reactions to interaction 




Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues 



Oiteria 



uskm 



Number of ' 
Studies 



ustons Drawn 



Weaknesses in Synthesis 



Johnson, Maruyama, 
Johnson, Nelson & Skon 
(1981) 

"Effects of Cooperative, 
CuuiueUUve T and 
Individualistic Gcal 
Structures on 
Achievement: A Mela- 
Analysis'* 



1. Treatment/control 
studies included at 
least 2 of 4 goal 
structures; 
cooperative, 
competitive, 
individualistic, 
cooperative with 
coinpethion 

2. No exclusion due to 
poor methodology or 
quality 

3. North American 
studies only 



122 For Elementary/ 




2. 



of cooperation 
produce significantly large, 
positive enecte on student 
productivityyachieveoient 
Higher achievement effects 
found for younger grades in 
cooperative treatments 



1 . No control for treatment 
duration, sample size* 
ntthodology, or quality 

2. Majority ofstudies included 
Johnsons* own 

3. Not all studies were of 
academic achievement 



Slavin (1990) 
N Goopcradve Learning 
and student 
Achievement" 



6b 



1. Initial equivalence of 
comparative groups 

2. Treatment duration 
of at feast 20 hours 
or 4 weeks 

. ireamJcnyconuXM 
groups had to study 
same material 
4. Assessment had to 
cover objectives 
taught to all 
comparative groups 



68 For Elementary/ 

SswrataySt 

1. Student Team Learning 
methods of coopefBtion 
produce significant, 
moderate achievement 
effects when compared to 
other forms of cooperative 
teaming 

2. Indhicfoal^count^Iityas 
element of cooperative 
learning when combined 
with croup goals produced 
sigmfieamly larger academic 
enccts 



1. Duration condition excluded 
majority of rival form of 
cooperative learning studies 



Appendii A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues 
i Synthesis - 



Incluskn/Exclusion Number oT 

Studies 



Conclusions Drawn 



Weaknesses in Synthesis 



GROUPING FOR ACCELERATION 



KnBk&KttHk(1984) 
"Effects of Accelerated 
Instruction on Students" 



1. Quantitative results 
lieaunenvconnoj 
comparison with 
initial equivalence 
established 



26 Fpfgtencnttry/ 

i. Accelerates produced 
significantly large positive 
achievement effects when 
xdiosaraeagenon- 



compar 



ales 

2. No differences in 
achievement between 
accelerates and older age 
comparative BOOM 

3. Trivial, positive effects on 
attitude toward school, 
toward subject, and 
popularity; small, positive 
effects on vocational plans 

4. Trivial, negative effect on 
adjustment; small effect on 
partic i pati on moderate 
negative effect on teacher- 
rated character judgment 



1 . Average effects across 
several forms of acceleration 

2. Did not include studies from 
several additional fonns of 
acceleration 
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Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on 
Research Synthesis 



Illusions/Exclusion Number oT 
Criteria Studies 



Rogers (1991) 
"ABest-Evidence 



1. Quantitative results 314 

2. AD quantitative study Early 



Synthesis of the Research designs (rank 
on Types of Accelerative ordered) 

Programs for Gifted 3. Had to be conducted 
Students" with gifted samples 
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Entrance to 
School =68 
Grade 

Non graded 
Classrooms 
=20 

Curriculum 
Compacting 
=9 

Grade 

Telescoping 

=28 

Concurrent 

Enrollment 

=36 

Subject 

Acceleration 

=21 

Advanced 
Placement 

=22 

Mentorships 
=13 

Credit by 

Examination 

=13 



For Elementary/ 




AU forms of acceleration 
except Advanced riacement, 
Concurrent Enrollment, 
Combined Accelerated 
Options p ro du ced large 
achievement effects. 
Advanced Placement, 
Concurrent Enrollment, 
Combined Accelerated 
Options reported moderate, 
positive adrievement effects 
2. Grade Skipping produced 
large* positive socialization 
eflect; Grade Telescoping 
and Advanced Placement 
prefaced moderate^positive 
socialization; Early Entrance 
to School produced small 
positive effect; Nongraded 
Classroom and Concurrent 
enrollment proauced trivial 
positive ami Early 
Admission to College and 
Combined Accelerative 
Options produced trivial 
negative socialization effect 



No focus on individual 
responses/effects of 
accelerative decisions 
No studies represent several 
socialization or 
psychological categories for 
some forms of acceleration 
No focus on college 
accelerative options: K-12 
only 
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Appendix A Meta-Evaluation of 13 Research Syntheses on Grouping Issues 



b Synthesis 



foc^swns/ExcIusion 



Number of Conclusions Drawn 
Studies 



Weaknesses in Synthesis 



Rogers (1991) 
"ABest-Bvidence 
Synthesis of the Research 
on Types of Acceterative 
for Gifted 




Early 

Admission to 
College =37 
uomDinea 
Acceleration 
Options =15 



Concurrent Enrollment and 
Mentorships produced large, 
positive psychological 
adjustment effects. Small 
positive effects for Early 
Entrance to School, Grade 
Skipping, Nongraded 
Classrooms, Early 
Admission to College, 
Combined Acceleration 
Options. F^raW negative 
effects for Ciade 
Telescoping and Subject 
Acceleration 
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues 



Issue 



Conclusion 



Research Support 



Representative Statements 



Achievement 
benefits for 
gifted learners 



Substantial 
gain 



Research Syntheses: 
Kulik & Kulik (1982, 
1984, 1985, 1990), 
Vaughan (1990) 



Achievement losses 
for average and 
slow learners 



No difference in 
achievement 
tracked or not 
tracked 



Research Syntheses: 
Slavin (1997, 1990), 
Kulik & Kulik (1982, 
1984, 1985, 1990), 
Gamoran & Berends (1987) 



The evidence is clear that high-aptitude and gifted students 
benefit acad emic al ly from inpgrams that provide separate 
instruction tor mem. Academic oenents are positive out 
small when grouping is done as part of a broader program 
for all students. Benefits are positive and moderate in size in 
programs that are specially designed for gifted students." 
gulik & Kulik, 1990, p. 191) 

"Ability grouping had only trivial effects on the achievement 
of average and below average students... the effect of 
grouping is near-zero on the achievement of average and 
below average students; it is not negative." 
(Kulik & Kulik, 1982, pp. 425-426) 



Gutting inflates 
self-esteem of 
gifted, decreases 
self-esteem of 
average, low 
students 



In multi-track Research Syntheses: 

grouping, self- Kulik & Kulik (1982, 
esteem of gifted and 1984, 1985, 1990), 



average decreases 
sfighuy, increases 
slightly for low 
achiever. In honors 
and remedial 
programs, self-esteem 
increases slightly 



Vaughan (1990) 



"... [S]chool programs providing special treatment for 
talented students usually produce good results. The talented 
students who are in these programs almost invariably gain 
academically from them, and they do not become smug or 
self-satisfied as a result of their participation. If anything, 
talented students may become slightly more modest about 
their abilities when they are taught in homogene ous 
groups ... This meta-analysis provided Utile support for 
the common belief that grouping programs have negative 
effects on slower learners. On the contrary, we found ... 
grouping ...often helped to improve the self-esteem of 
stow learners ..." (Kulik & Kulik, 1985, p. 4) 
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues 



Issue 



Conclusion 



Research Snppoit 



Representative Statements 



Cooperative 
learning benefits 
all learners' 
achievement 



Substantial 
achievement gain 
for specific forms 
of cooperation 
Inconsistent 
results for gifted 



Research Syntheses: 
Johnson, Maruyama, 
Johnson, Nelson & Skon 
(1981) 

Slavin (1990) 
Study: 

Robinson (1990) 



"Overall, the effects of cooperative learning on achievement 
are ckariypositive: 49 of the 68 ccmparisons were 
positive 02%); only 8 (12%) favored the control group. 
However, a look ... reveals that different learning 
methods vary widely to achievement effects. " 

(Slavin, 1990, p. 18) 
To summarize, the effects of cooperative learning on 
talented students are difficult to assess. First they are not 
the population of interest Thus, few studies have explicitly 
identified them, described them adequately in the sample or 

efined achievement 



analyzed cwtcomes by clearly defined 



sub 



ps. 



(Robinson, 1990, p. 19) 



Cooperative 
learning improves 
self-concept for all 
learners 



Inconsistent effects 

■i ■ ii ^ » 1 

reported 



Studies only: (n-11) 
discussed in Slavin (1990), 
Johnson, Johnson, & 
Maruyama (1983) 



"... [TJhe evidence concerning cooperative learning and self- 
esteem is not completely consistent ... the effects of 
cooperative learning on student self-esteem are probably 
specific to the settings in which they were obtained: it is 
difficult to imagine a dramatic change in such a central part 
of students' psychological make up from an intervention of 
only a few weeks' duration.'' (Slavin, 1990, p. 44) 
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues 



Issue 



Conclusion 



Research Support 



Representative statements 



Acceleration Most forms of Research Syntheses: 

produces social and acceleration produce Rogers (1991), 



psychological 
maladjustment for 
gifted learners 



small positive social Kutik & Kulik (1984) 
and psychological 
gains. Some forms 
produce substsntisl 
so dflli zttiop sod 

psychological gains. 



"... [Th]is study has shown that there are minimal social and 
emotional effects for the majority oi accelerative options . ." 

(Rogers, 1991, p. 201) 



Teachers expect 
benefits of 
enrichment for 
gifted, all learners 



Inconclusive 



Teachers' 
expectations differ 
for different 
ability groups; 
underestimate of low 
ability competence 



Inconsistent reports Research Syntheses: 

Gamoran & Berends (1987) 



"According to Keddie (1971), teachers supposed that the 

tts were not always clear to 




Study: Oakes (1985, 1990) students in low streams, and so they stressed basic, 
Finley (1984) cc^nmon-knowledge information in low-stream classes. 

High-stream students rarely asked questions about these 
meanings. There, teachers assumed the simple ideas were 
understood; consequently they presented students with 
broader, more complex concepts." 
(Gamoran & Berends, 1987, p. 423) 
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues 



Issue Conclusion Research Support R e pre sen t a tive Statements 

Low ability students No difference in Research Syntheses: This meta-analysis provided Utde support for the common 

lower own achievement Slavin (1987, 1990), belief that grouping programs hsvc nc&Btiwc effects on 

expectatiOTS for Slight gain ir Kulik & Kulik (1985, 1990) slower learners. On the contrary, we found that 

performance in low remedial programs Gamoran & Berends (1987) homogeneous grouping program often helped to improve 
ability tracks discusses specific study the self-esteem of slow learners and these programs may 

only have also had smaU positive effects on then- a^ 
(Kulik, 1985. p. 6) 

Self-esteem of low Self-esteem of tow Research Syntheses: "... [0]verall self-esteem findings for honors, XYZ, and 

and average ability ability improves Kulik & Kulik (1985, remedial programs ... shows ... that the 6 grouping 
students Decreases slightly. Self-esteem 1990) programs designed especially for talented students had a 

in tracked classes of average decreases trivial effect on their self-esteem. Hie 15 XYZ programs 

sightly alro had a very sniaUovenul effect 

for effects to be positive on the tow ability groups in 
XYZ... finally, the 3 studies of remedial programs provided 
additional evidence that instruction in homogeneous groups 
has positive effects on the self-esteem of stow learners." 
(Kulik A Kulik, 1990 p. 191) 



Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues 



Issue 



Conclusion 



Research Support 



Representative Statements 



Teachers expect all Achievement rains 

children to team for majority of 

same amount and learners, 

prcacademkpeer Inconclusive on 

norms improve achievement of 

when students are gifted 
cooperatively 
grouped 




"White both the motivational and the cogmtive theories 
support the achievenient benefits of cooperative learning, 
there is one important pitfall that must be avoided if 
[it] is to be instructionally effective. If not properly 
constructed, cooperative learning methods can allow for the 
tree-noer ettect, m wntcn some group memoers do ail 
or most of the work (and learning) while others go along for 
the ride." (Slavin, 1990, p. 16) 



"... (The] overall effects stand as strong evidence for the 
superiority of cooperation in promoting achievement and 
productivity. " (Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, & 
Skon, 1981, p. 58) 

"The comparisons made in the literature arc limited by the 
emphasis on basic skill outcomes the selection of the 
traditional classroom rather man provisions more suited to 
talented students as the control, and the implementation of 
the indivkiuatistk condition comparison as lonely and 
punishing. These characteristics of the research base limit its 
applicability to talented students," (Robinson, 1990, p. 19) 
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Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues 



Issue 



Conclusion 



Research Support 



Representative Statements 



Cooperative Inconsistent 
learning produces research reports 
higher self-esteem 
for all group 
me mber s , according 
to teacher 

expectations 



Studies only (n<? 11) 
discussed in Slavin (1990) 
and Johnson, Johnson, L 
Maruyama (1983) 



See previous quote on self-esteem (Slavin, 1990, p. 44) 



Teachers expect Gifted accelerates 

accelerated children perform at same 

to have difficulty level as comparable 

in higher grade older-age classmates 
academics 



Research Syntheses: 
Kulik & Kulik (1984), 
Rogers (1991) 



"Although reviews of the outcomes of acceleration have been 
consistently positive among researchers, perceptions of its 
efficacy have been markedly negative among practitioners 
and school administrators. (Rogers, 1991, p. 5) 



Teachers expect Gifted accelerates 
decrease in self- maintain and even 
esteem of accelerates improve self- 
esteem for most 
of acceleration 
forms 



Research Syntheses: 
Kulik A Kulik (1984), 
Rogers (1991) 



"There was no evidence of consistent positive or negative 
effects from acceleration on popularity, adjustment, or 
student participation in school activities." 

(Kulik & Kulik, 1990, p. 190) 



See previous quote. 



(Rogers, 1991, p. 201) 
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Coirceming Grouping Issues 



Issue 



Conclusion 



Research Support 



RcpiescntHtive Statements 



Low-ability tracks 
contain dis- 
proportionate 
numbers of minority 
and disadvantaged 
students; high- 
ability tracks contain 



numbers of white 
middle/upper class 
students. Stereo- 
types affect 
placement decisions 



Membership counts Studies only: 

are ftdrfy accurate. Oakes (1985, 1990) 

Placement counsetors Dusek & Joseph (1983) 

may have "stereo- Rolinson & Med way (1985) 

types" for Haller (1985, 1986) 
performance that 
arc racially 
conne c te d , but 



arc made on 
performance 
data, not 
stereotypes. 



"Taken together, these results do not suggest that teachers 
are illegitimately influenced by pupils' race in making group 
decisions. It is certainly correct to say that black pupils 
are more often assigned to lower ability groups hi 
elementary schools, just as they are over-represented in the 
general and vocational tracks of high schools. It is also 
correct to say that teachers' judgments about academically 
important cnteria (such as reading ability) are related to 
race. Finally, it appears to be true that pedagogically 
important considerations (such as work halms, behavior, 
and conditions at home) have similar (though weaker) 
relationships with that variable. What seems to be incorrect, 
however, is the assertion that any of these relations are a 
result of children's race. Rather, this study suggests that the 
association of race with M . group assignments is primarily 
an artifact of its association with achievement" 
(Haller, 1985, p. 480) 



Tracking creates 
"in* group ami "out" 
group hierarchy; 
social stifima is 
placed on slower 
learners 



Inconclusive 



Studies only: 

Oakes (1985, 1990) is 

primary discussant of 
this. Hallinan & 
Sorenson (1985) suggest 
long term friendships 
are formed within groups 



"In contrast to the estern in which high-track classes arc 
held, little value is accorded to low-track courses ... this 
evidence does not d em ons t ra te that tracking gala 
differences in students' attitudes and expectations 
conesponding to differences in the symbolic meaning of 
of tracks." 

(Gamoran & Berends, 1987, p. 430) 



Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Conceding Grouping Issues 



Issue 



Conclusion 



Research Support 



Recognition of 

individual 

differences is 
undemocratic; 
aUowssometo 



Inconclusive 



Studies only: 
Oakes (1985, 1990) is 
primary discussant. 
Discussed in Oamoran & 
Berends' synthesis (1987) 
cannot be attributed to 
tracking atone 



Cooperative 
learning promotes 
cross-ethnic 
attitudes 



Substantial positive 
gains in ( 
attitudes 



Research Syntheses: 
Johnson, Johnson, & 
Maruyama (1983), 
Slavin (1990 



Representative Statements 



The view of schools as meritocratic institutions where, 
regardless of race or class, those students with the *right 
stuff are given a neutral environment where they can rise 
to the top is called into question by our findings. Every- 
where we turn we see the likelihood of in-school barriers to 
upward mobility for capable poor and minority students. 
Tiie measures of talent seem clearly to work against them, 
resulting in their di s pi uu oi tiona te placement in 
identified by the type of knowledge they are exposed to and 
the quaUty of learning opportunities they are 



( Oakes, 1985, p. 134) 




"... [Qooperation tends to promote more positive attitudes 
between majority and minority students than does inter- 
personal competition ... or indrvtdualistic efforts." 
(Johnson, Johnson & Maruyama, 1983, pp. 16-17) 



Cooperative teaming Substantial positive Research Syntheses: 
promotes positive gains in attitudes Johnson, Johnson, & 
attitudes toward toward handicapped Maruyama (1983), 

Slavin (1990) 



"The research on cooperative learning and relations between 
academically handicapped and mwmal-progress students 
generally shows that cooperative learning can overcome 
barriers to friendship and interaction between the students." 
(Slavin, 1990, p. 43) 
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues 



Issue 



Conclusion 



Research Support 



Representative Statements 



Cooperative 
learning prepares 
gifted to lead, deal 
with all levels of 
of society 



Inconclusive 



Studies only: 
Johnson & Johnson 
newsletter (1991) 
discusses this. Refers to 
9 studies, but only 1 can be 
lo c a ted . 

Smith, Johnson & Johnson 
(1982) 



The message sent to bright students is: The group will do 
better only if everyone in it does better. You should 
contribute to the group, the most you can ~. Perhaps we 
expect these bright achievers to cooperate academically with 
others, but we further demand they do so in socially 
acceptable, unobtrusive ways ... A related disadvantage 
is that the emphasis on talented students as tutors encourages 
educators to take a utilitarian view of them, hi other words, 
we may come to value tbem only fa" their achievement and 
their usefulness to others ... While these are roles that fall 
within the general goals of citizenship and social 
responsibility espoused by public education, they are 
expectations we hold for all children. Talented children 
should be held no more or less accountable than others ..." 
(Robinson, 1990, p. 21) 



Teachers interact 
difTerendy with 
students in 
different tracks 



No significant 
differences in 
instructional quality 
or learning time 
can be documented 



Research Syntheses: "Another possible expk ion for weak and consistent 

Gamoran & Berends (1987) tracking effects is that alt High instruction varies between 
Discussed in studies: macks and ability levels, the instructional differences may 

Oakes (1985) actually be small when compared to the overall similarity of 

Finley (1984) instruction ai all levels." 

Sorenson & Hallinan (1986) (Gamoran & Berends, 1987. p. 425) 
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Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues 



Issue 



Conclusion 



Research Support 



Representative Statements 



Low ability 
instruction's 
generally un- 
chaDengingand 
passive; high ability 
i ns tr u cti on is 
challenging and 
active 



No significant 
uuterences in 
instructional 
strategies v degree 
of actrve/passivc 
reception can be 
documented 



Research Syntheses: 
Oamoran & Berends (1987) 
Discussed in studies: 
Oakes(1985) 
Finley(1984) 



"Summarizing the ethnographic findings, we found patterns 
of instructional differences favoring high-track classes ... 
the ethnographic literature provides little guidance for 
judging when between-track differences should be 
considered meaningful, and when they are trivial" 

(Oamoran A Berends, 1987, p. 426) 



High ability tracks 
have access to "high' 
status" knowledge; 
low ability tracks 
receive vocational 
knowledge 



Some indication that Research Syntheses: "Students in academic tracks are more likely to plan on 

this occurs, but there Gamoran & Berends (1987) attending college and more likely to enroll ... n 



is a Question about 
whether mis can be 
aunDuteo to 
grouping per se 



Discussed in studies: 
Oakes (1985, 1990) 



(Oamoran & Berends, 1987, p. 418) 

"The knowledge presented in high-track classes in math 
as in English was what we would call 'high status 1 ; it was 
highly valued in the culture and necessary for access to 
higher education ... In contrast, low-track classes focused 
grade after grade on basic computational skills and arithmetic 
facts ... in essence, while the content was certainly useful, 
almost none of it was of the high-status type." 
(Oakcs, 1985, p. 77) 
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Appendix B Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues 



Issue 



Conclusion 



Research Support 



Represeotati ve Statements 



"Better teachers 
rewarded with high 
track classes 



Inconclusive 



Studies only: 

Discussed in Oakes (1985) 




instruc 



aphers have provided mora detailed infoimation on 
differentiation ... moreover, teachers reputed 



to be more skilled and successful are more often located in 
high-track classes ~. still whether these instructional 
differences are large enough to cause persistent effects on 
student achievement remains an untested question." 
(Oamoran & Bemads, 1987, p. 431) 



Whole ^roup 
instruction results 
in high instructional 
quality of all 
learners 



No differences in Research Syntheses: 

achievement for Gatnoran & Berends (1987) 

whole gwgpt mixed Slavin (1987) 

ability teaching; 

concern raised about 

"Robin Hood Effect" 

- decrease in high 

achiever's 

performance, sligH 

increase in tow 

achievers 



"Because rapid coverage is likely to be of greatest benefit 
to big) achievers while high mastery is of greatest benefit 
to low achievers, resolving the coverage-mastery dilemma as 
recommended by mastery learning theorists is likely to 
"uce a 'Robin Hood' effect as a by product ... It is 
to note that the coverage vs. mastery dilemma 
i in sJLwhole-class, group-paced instruction, and the 
'Robin Hood* effect may be produced in traditional 
instruction." (Slavin, 1987, p. 206) 



Grouping by 
ability/achievement 
is easier on teachers 



Inconsistent 



Research Syntheses: 
Gamoran & Berends (1987) 
Kulik & Kulik (1990) 
Slavin (1987) 



"Ability grouping is supposed to increase student 
achievement primarily by reducing the heterogeneity 
of the class or mstructional group, making it possible for the 
teacher to provide instruction to is neither too easy nor too 
hard for most students." (Slavin. 1987, p. 296) 
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Research-Supported Conclusions Concerning Grouping Issues 



Issue 



Conclusion 



Research Support 



MMMa^ta* A«k42«aA Pi^j^^M m al ii 

Representative statements 



High track groups 
have healthy social 
relationships; tow 
track giYHips arc 
more disharmonious 



are 

social misfits 



Inconclusive 



Research Syntheses: "Children in low-track classes mote often feel excluded from 

Gamoran & Berends (1987) class activities and find their classmates unfriendly. 
Discussed in study: Problems and arguing interrupt class more frequently. 

Oakes (1985) Students in low-ability classes seem apathetic. Being more 

likely to fail, they risk much more by trying hard and giving 
the appearance that they care." (Oakes, 1990, p. 4) 



Small positive gain 
in socialization are 
noted for most forms 
of acceleration 



Research Synthesis: 
Rogers (1991) 



See previous quote. 



(Rogers, 1991, p. 201) 



More social 
cohesion, 
perceptions of peer 
support, and positive 
self-concept when 
cooperatively 
grouped 



Inconclusive 



Research Syntheses: 
Yes: Johnson, Johnson & 
Manryama (1983) 
Not Sure: Slavin (1990) 



"Cooperative learning experiences, compared with 
competitive and individualistic experiences have been 
found to result in stronger beliefs that one is personally 
liked, supported, and accepted by other students, that other 
studentt care about how much one learns, and that other 
students want to help one learn." 

(Johnson, Johnson, Maruyama, 1983, p. 33) 



See previous quote. 



(Slavin, 1990, p. 44) 
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